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CHAPTER XX. 

Of the Do^rine of the Miraculous Conception. 

HAVING coufidered the great' prin- 
cities aa whicbr ail the unitariao$ 
of antiquity were agreed, viz. the 
4Q<3;ruics of the umty of God^ and the ^fin^ 
bwpanity of Cbrijl, with the arguments by 
wbiclx they fapport€;d theau I ihall novt 
confider an artick with rcfpeA tg which 
Vot. IV. ' Jb they 
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2 Of the Do^rine of the Book III, 

they held different opinions, viz. the mira^ 
culous conception of Cbrijl^ fairly laying be- 
fore my readers all that I could collect 
concerning it, that they may be able to 
form their own judgment. I had thought 
to have made lome remarks on this fub* 
jcfl, in my Hijiory of the Corruptions of 
Cbriliianity^ but I did not do it there, be- 
caufe at that time I had not fufficiently 
confidered it* But having now given to 
it all the attention of which I think 1 am 
capable, I (hall with great franknefs lay 
open tbe whole ftate of my mind with 
rclpcd to it. From the fame premifcs 
different perfons will draw different con- 
cluiions. 

Many, T doubt not, will be alarmed at 

fo free a difcuflion of a doctrine which is 
is held facred by almoft all the chriftian 
world ; the miraculous conception of Jefus 
appearing to them to reft upon the fame 
authority with every other faft in the gof- 
. pel hiftory, and therefore involving in it# 
confequences the truth of chriilianity it- 
fclf. I am fully apprized of the fitoation 

in 
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in which I write, and of the load of cenfure 
that I acn fure to bring upon myielf by it« v/ 
Many of my beft friends^ thofe who think I 
have hitherto been a zealous and fuccefsful 
advocate for truths will think that I am 
now going too.far, and eTen riiking what 
has been already gained* To thefe I would 
fugged the following confiderations« 

1 « Calling in quellion the truth of tha 
miraculous conception cannot appear more 
alarming to tbem^ than the do&rine of th« 
fimple humanity of Chrift now does to 
' 9tbtrs^ who are as fincerc friends to thd 
gofpel as themfelves and^ in this bu£i-i 
nefs, I cannot give greater offence than\ I 
' did when I wrote againft the dodrine o( 
a /oul, and fcrupled not to declare myfclf 
a materialijl. 

%. An alarm may be of uie to e^cit# 
attention to a fubjcdl j and when the firft 
confternation is over, thofe who wct^ tha 
moft ftartled will recover thcmfclvcsj and 
confider the arguments difpaffionateIy« and 
with a temper more proper for the difco^ 

B a very 
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ypry of Xmx\u J^io man at tbis day caft 
giy^s malce offi^nce, or render himfelf more 
obftoxiottSy even te chriAiai>s, than the 
apoAle £40! did, by^ preaching the goi'-, 
pel to the unciroumcifed Oentik«. Nei- 
ther hicaiblf, nor ev€n his memory, ever 
furvived the cdium that he brought upon 
himfelf ^y this means, with the generality 
frf the Jewiih chriftians. His principal 
cAjea, in m^any of his epiftles, i?s to juAify 
biioielf in this refped. But though he 
was fupported by rcafon, and an efpegial 
commiffion from God; he wrote in vain. 
Now, with refped: to fortitude in bearing 
filfFerhiga of this kind, in the caufe of truth, 
or which is the fame thing to me, what I 
ferioully tbinh to be fo, I would- not be be- 
hind St. Paul, or any man. I have been 
trained to it, and I hope the difcipUne has 
not bee» loft upon me. 

3. I would farther obfcrve, that all thofo 
to whom it can be worth my white to^mafce- 
an apology^ think as I do with rcfpe<a to 
th Scriptures, viz. that thoy wcjpc^ written 

without 
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without any particular infpiration^ bjr itnea ^ 
wlio wrote according to the bcft of their • 
Inot^ltdge, tad who from their circum-> 
ftances could not be miilaken with refpe£t 
to the greater faSlt^ of they Were 

proper wiinejfcsy but (like other men^ fub« 
jed to prejudice) might be liable to adopt 

a hafty and ill-groundcfd opinion concern- 
ing things which did not fall within the 
corApais of their own knowledge, arid 
which had no connexion with any thing 
that Was fo ; and luch 1 hold the miracu- >» ^ 
ious CGittceptiou to be. We ought all of 
us, therefore, to (:oniS4er ourfelves as fully 
at liberty to exaihihe With th^ greateft H-* 
gour, both the reafonings of the writers^ 
and the faStuoT Which we find any account 
in their writings, that, judging by the 
rules of jull criticifui, we may diflinguiih 
What cnay be depended upon, from i;^hat 
may not; It may, perhaps, however, appear 
prohable, that neither Matthew nor Liikc 
wrote any thing about the miraculous con^ 
ception, efpecially the former. 

B3 4..Laftly, 
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6 Of the Do&tine «f the Book III. 

4. Laftly, I would obfcrve, that though 
lit pre£pat there are but few who diibelieve 

the miraculous conception, there have al-- 

waySt I believe, beea Jom^^ and thofe men 
pf learning and character among chriftians, 
who hav^ thought as 1 am now incline^ 
to do with refpeft to it, I have feen a 
fmall trad of Mr. ElwaU's, written about 
^3(ty year^ ago, the defign of which wa^ 
to difprovc it. It made no impreffion upon 
p^e at th^ time, and I have not been able 
to procure it fince. Dr. E^ton, 4 learned 
^nd refpedable diffenting minifter, late of 
Nottingham, though he never wrote upo^ji 
the fubjed, is well known by hi9 acquaint* 
ance to have been decidedly of the fame opi- 
pion w4th Mr. Eiwall 1 and fo have been, and 
firQ, feyer^l others, inferior to none that bear 
the chriftian nam^ for underftanding, learn* 
ing^ or probity. To my certain knowledge^ 
the number of fuch perfons is encreafing, 
^qd (eyeral of them thinly it to be a matter 
pf great confequence, that a dodrine which 
tbcv regard a$ a difgre^it to the chriiUaa 
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fchemc, fhould be exploded. They alfo U 
think it far better that this ihould be done 
by chriftians themfelves, than by unbe-* 
lievers, who may fay that we never give 
tip any idle notion^ till we can maintain 
it no longer. 

Having premifed thus much, \s proceed 
lo the coniideration of the fubjed before 
me, and I lhall do it with the greatcil: free- 
dom» and as far as I can judge concerning 
myfelf, with perfect impartiality. Ob- 
ferving that, though I frankly acknowledge 
the argu£bents againji the miraculous con-* 
ccption confiderably preponderate in my 
mind at prefent, I (hall notformanabfolutely 
decided opinion, till I fhall have had ^j^ 
opportunity of feeing what weight may be 
thrown into thp oppofite fcale, by any per- 
fons who fhall candidly examine what they 
. will find advanced in this chapter. 
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SECTION I, 

Of the Nature and Importance of tieDoHrinf 

cf the Mifficufloui Conc^pftoHf 

JN the firft place I would obfervc, that the 
importance of this dp^rine has been unr 
rcafonabjy magnified in modern times. It 
is one oh which the amcieat unitarians held 
opposite opinions, without, as far as ap-* 
pears^ having ever thought the worfe of one 
^mother .on that account ^ and, therjefore^ 
there can be np reafon why we mould hot 
e^ercife xh^ fame mutual candour at this 
day. The val ue of the gofpel depends not at 
all upon any idea that we may have con-. 
jCeraing ^Lc perfon of Chrijl, All that we 
ought to regard is the qbje£l oj his mtjion^ 
and the authority with which his do£lrine 
was promulgated* The doctrine of immor- 
ality, which is the great objeit of the whole 
revealed will of God^ is juft as acceptable 
to me, from the mouth of the fon of Jofeph 
1 and 
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5ind Mary, as from the mouth of any man 
- crated for tht purpofe, from that bf aH 
angel. Or from the Voice of God himfelf 
Speaking from heaven. 

When the dodrme of the miraculous 
conception is not particularly kttMded to, 
we all readily fay, that it is the belief of 
the dodlritids^ the miracles^ the death, and 
the rr/urredion of Ohrift, that makes tAe 
cbrijlian ; and alfo that the fewer things of 
an extraneoui nature, th^t we eonneA with 
theie, and maintain to be infeparable from 
them, the better ; efpecially if thereby 
make the defence of chriftianity the eafier. 
And certainly no circumtlance relating to 
the iiftA of Chriil has any more connec*. 
tion with the articles above mentioned, 
than the opinion of his having been a tall or 
Ihort man, of a fair or a dark complexion. 
It docs not at all concern us to know how 
Chriil came into the world, but what he 
taught when he was in it, and what he did 
land fuifered, as a prooi^ of the anthority by 
which he tauglit it. Every man, therefore^ 

who bdiev^s that Cfarift h^d a divime com- 

' ^ niiiiioa- 
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miilion to teach the great dodrines of a re- 
IxxxxtQLxoxk^ and of a life to come^ is as much 
a chriftian, and has as ftrong motives to go- 
vern his life by the precepts of chriftianity, 
as he who likewife believes that he was 
without father, or without mother, that he 
was the maker of the world, or the eternal 
God hiaiicif. Such articles of faith as 
thefe can only ferve to puzzle, to amaze, 
and confound men i but they have no ten- 
dency to mend the heart or the life. 

I would farther obferve, that the doc- 
trine of the niiiacuious conception itlclf is 
hot, in faft, of any more confcquenceto the 
Socinian, than it is to the Arian, or even 
the Athanafian hypothefis. For it is no im- 
pediment to the' union of the Arian or 
Athiinafian logos to the human nature of 
Chrift, that his body was derived from Jo- 
feph. For any thing that we can judge, a 
body produced in the natural way, was jurt 
as proper for the reiidence of this heavenly 
inhabitant^ as one made on purpofe. And 
if, on any fcheme, it was fit that Chrift 
ibould have human nature at all| it may 

% be 
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be fuppofed to have been ccfually fit that 
he (hould have fa proper human nature^ 
differing as little as polTible from that of . 
his brethren. There is, therefore, no more 
reafoQ why- the Arian, or the Atbanaiian, 
lliould be more attached to the belief of 
the miraculous conception than the Soci* 
nian. The dodlrine itfelf connects equally 
well, or equally ill, with any particular 
hypothefis concerning the nature of Chrift. 

It may be imagined to be more honour'' 
* able to Chrift to have come into the world 
wuhout the help of a man than with it , 
but this is an afrair of imagination only. And, 
for the very fame reafon, it might have 
been imagined to be Aill more honourable 
to him, to have come into the world with- 
out the inftrumentality of either woman or 
man, and that the fccond Adam fhould have 
come fcom the hands of God as immediately 
as the. firft. Ideas no better than thefe' 
gave rife to the dodrine of the Gnoftics, 
f'or they meant to do honour to Chriil | 
and therefore we fiiould be on our guard 
figaitift them, But even admitting ideas of 

this 
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this kind to hav^e fehife weight, is it nbt, in 
<ka;, juft htinlililtihg to haVe A )9)itf^^r, 
as it is to have a father ; for it is liOthifig 
%f6rt ifaah iht ^ ihat 1$ c6hceiriied iii 
llKiqireftibn. 

id^s of the JewS) as W(ll as to but own, ga 
thii lubjica. ^kfks the doarim of the 
Meliiah being the proper fon of Jofepb, a 
Htofflfl d^endmt from Davids will cbrtainv 
I7 be tobre acceptable to them, than Uiat of 
hfs having 4iad « miraculous conception. 
Fort though we may f^incy that this cir- 
cumftanee reflefts more honour upon him \ 
yett in the eye of a Jew, he muil, on that 
veiy account, appear to be le^s accurately 
defcribed by their ancient prophets 1 though 
any doftrine which makes Chrift to have 
been properly and fimply a man, in what* 
evei manner he was made fo, muft be infi- ' 
jiitely more acceptable to them than the 
opinion of his having had a nature entirely 
difierent from that of man. I own, how- 
ever, that the expectations of the Jews 
(any farther Uian they have a real founda- ' 
tion ia the prophecies) ought not by any 

means 
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means to deCermine oor jodgment ki lh« 

caii6» fo as to weigh agaiail wy^ pcQper ar- 

gumeut that may be alledged oa the ot^er 
fide. 

Should I have any cootroverfy with a 
Jew, I ftiould not feel myfelf at ail embap*^^ 
rikifed with this circunskftance of thfi jpaiira* 
culous conceptiQa ; as I £bould not helliate 
to iblloW' the ekapiplc of the candid Juiiia 
Mairtyt with refpod to itj tilling him^ 
that he was at full liberty to think as he 
Ihould lee rqaiba to da oa thax Aibj^^ ; a^id 
that he might be j^s gQod a chriftian as thu ; 
Ebionites weite lMbi»'hffla» though hQiltf>iild 
believe Qp more of the »iraculQU3 coooep-* 
tion than they had done. 

Indeed^ with C9||pe& to the impQrtanc&of 
the ^ueftton in itielf, tbece are few, I iu^^ 
glttc^ . but' woii)d be readyi enough to agrw 

VJith nnie, i£tbejr,did.notimagioe. that a4M.- 
b^ie£of tUsarticJe would afibft the credi- 
bility of ti^ li^ft- of the gofpel liufifiry . But 

there is an argument of fa£i (which is the 
ibongeft^ aU ariguiMnts) di««^y agaiiftA 
them., For the £bi^iute$« whu ^ dijO>@r 

lieve 
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lieve the miraculous conception, were as ^ 
firm believers in the reit of the gofpel hif-* 
toiy as other chriftians. And, belides, if 
we coniider the nature of this apprehenfion, 
it will appear to be founded on a auilake;- 
becaufe the evidence for the miraculous 
conception, and that for the public life» 
miracles, death, and refurteftion of Chrift, 
are exceedingly di£ferent; fo that a total 
failure in the cvidcace for the one^ will not 
affe<9: the credibility of the other. 

With the miraculous conception a few 
perfons only could be acquainted ; and we 
haye not the tedimony of any of thofe few^ 
much lefs is it in pur pbwter to compare the 
evidence of one with that of others of 
them. Who were the perfons that in- 
formed Matthew and Luke concerning it^ . 
we cannot tell, nor through how many 
hands the ftory was tranfmitted before it 
came to them \ admitting^ for the prefent, 
* that the introduAions to their gofpels were 
written by themfelves. Whereas the great 
events, fubfequcnt to the preaching of John 

the Baptift, hayc not only the teftimony of 

tlie 
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the writers themfelves^ but that of all the 
inhabitants of Judea, and of the llrangers re- 
fiding in it. For, Paul fays, "Thcfe 

things were not done in a corner/' And 
to give the gofpel hiftory'its juft degree o{. 
credibility, we mu(i fiaiply coniidei^ the 
writers as credible witnejfes of what came tQ 
their knowledge, without any regard tp 
their fuppofed injpiration^ which will never 
make any impreffion on unbelievers. On 
no other ground fhall wc ever produce a 
juft and rational defence of this moft im«< 
portant hiftory« 

Setting afide all notions of tnfpiration, we 
ihould judge of the gofpel hiftory as we da 
of any other. Now, no 'perfon, I appre- 
hend, lays the lefs ftrefs on the hiftory of 
Livy, with refpe& to events near to his owa 
time, becaufe his account of Romulus and 
Remus is thought to ' be fabulous. Mak- 
.ing myfelf, therefore, perfectly eafy^as to aU 
the poffible confequenccs of this difcuflibn» 
I fhaU, with perfeA freedom, conhder the 
evidence for the miraculous conception as 
an article of bifiory^ and ftialU with as much^ 
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care I cau, fl^tQ tb? arguments for 
againft it« 

It h4§ been more particularly faid, that, 
(uppofing Luke to have been the author of 
tlje iatrpduiiioji to his gofpcJ, we may, 
with the f^rpe reafon, withhold oar affent tq 
any circupiftance ia our Saviour'^ hiftpcy^ 
tl^at has been regorded by hun onlyi for 
inftancc, the account of the raifing the 
widow's foa at.Nain^ a^d the miilion of th^ 
fcvgnty difcipks, as to this of the miracu- 
Iqni coaception. £ut this goes both upoa 
the fuppofition of his being a compcteat 
witnefs to them all aliloe; and»^alfo^ of 
there b^ing nothing more extraordinary in 
.tfee Utt^r c ale than in the two former 
^jvj;u^;^» in both theiia refpe^ there ijs 4 

The raifing of the widow's fon, and the ^ 
jqi^jBimof the. Sev€u^ty» fell withm th^ term 
Qf tbj? pul^lic life of Cluift, qf thcrttaofaic* 
tiQDS of whi«h there were thott&mb of 
>i^ka<^ile.s i and. X<uke hiiii^, being g^^e-^ 
rally (aid to have h^tn one of ti^e fevetUft and 

W?X?4 • ^^^^ *ttejwied u^a Chrill 

'f^^r .^^during 
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during his miniilryt might have been an 
' cyc-witnefs of what he relates-; whereas he 
caniiot be faid to have been in circuqi- 
ftanccs to bear iejlimony to the miraculous 
conception at alltand^ as I havelaidi through 
what hands the ftory came to him we are 
not told; They might, therefore, be very 
well, or very ill informed concerning it. 

Both the railing of the widow's fba» and 
the miiilon of the feventy, befides falling 
within the public life of Chrift, are events 
fimilar to tbofe for which we have the 
teftimony of the. other evangeliilsi the 
Widow's ion not being the only perfon that 
Jefus raifed to life, nor the feventy difciples 
the only miffion that he fent out. Whereas 
the miraculous 'conception wa^ a miracle 
abiolutely Angular in its nature, there being 
nothing like it in the hiftory of the Old or 
New Teftament. And what msikes Aill more 
againft the credibility of it is, that i^ does 
not appear to be adapted to anfwer any gotid 
purpofe whatever i but^ on the contrary, a 
manifeftly bad one, in making our Saviour's 
yoL* IV* g piciJiah- 
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inciiialilliip tco foon, and too generally 
known, or expofing his mother to unde* 
fcrved reproach. 

On the whdle, therefore, wc may very 
readily admit the credibility of Luke's ac* 
count of the raiiiiig of the \vido\v*s Ton, and 
of the miflion of the feventy difciples, and 
reje(3: that of the miraculous conception, 
though related by the fame hiftorian. 

The pre/umptivi evidence of any dodirine 
depends upon the natuic of it j and this 
Should be confiidered before ihe dirtSi evi-^ 
dence. For it is univerfally acknowledged, 
that the lefs reafon there • is to expeft any 
particular event, the Aronger evidence it 
requiics. A flight evidence is futiicicnt 
to' certify us of fuch fa&s as happen every 
day, or very frequently. Miracles require 
much ftronger evidence i and» accordingly, 
Aich evidence has always been provided. 

Again, in miracles there is a giauation, 
and fome of them being more extraordi- 
nary, and lefs probable, a priori^ than others, 
require evidence proportionably more cir- 

cumXlantia]^ 
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cumftantial, aftd lefs liable to exception. 
Thus the ref[urre£tion of our Saviour, the 
moft extraordinary, and, a prbri, being the 
moft improbable of all events, approaching 
the neareft to an inipoffibility, the evidence 
of it is remarkably circumftantial ; in confe- 
,quence of which there is not, perhaps, any 
faftin all ancient hiftory, fo perfeftly ere* 
dible, according, to the moil eltabliilied 
rules of evidence, as it is* And the argu- 
ments, a prioriy in this cafe, are as.ftriking 
as thoic which may be called the arguments 
a pofiermu or the proper hiftorical proof. 
Becaufe we arc able to fee the importance of 
the fad, the evidence of which required to 
be fo exceedingly clear* Chritl:, coming 
to give mankind the fulled affurance of an 
univerfal refurrediion, . it was obvioufly ne-. 
ceffary, at leaft highly defirahle, that, be- 
iides folemnly announcing the dodrine, and 
confirming it by miracles, he fliould him- 
felf adually die and rife again, as a proof of 
it. Accordingly, we hnd, that Chrift did 
reft the evidence of his divine miflion in a 
particular manner, on the event of his re^* 
. C z fuircciion. 
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farredtion. We, therefore, fee clearly, why 
it bebwed Cbrifi both to die^ and to rife again 
from the dead* 

Now are we able to difcover any reafon 
why Chrift fliould be born of a virgin, ra- 
ther than in the ufual way ? Can we con- 
ceive it to have been at all necelTary, or ad- 
vantageous to the great obje£t of his mif- 
fion, or to qualify him for fulfilling it ? I 
•think I may anfwer for all unitarians, that, 
n priori, we (hould rather have thought 
otherwife, viz. that there would have been . 
a greater propriety in his being, irt this, as 
well as in all other refpeds, what other 
men are. For then, having had no natural 
advantage over us, his rerurred:ion would 
have been calculated to give us the greater 
affurance of our own. Whereas, his com- 
ing into the world in a manner fo very dif- 
ferent from that of other men, might create 
a fufpicion that there was fome other ef« 
fential difference between him and other 
men ; and, therefore, that his nature might 
be iubjed to other laws than thofe of ours. 

Oo 



Digitized by Google 



C MAP. XX. Miraculous Conception. tt 

On this account, 1 am confident, that, 
had mankind been defired to name a proper 
reprefeniative oi themfelves, in whom thcjr 
ihould fee exhibited what was to befal 
themfelves, they woulcl have chaifen a man 
born as themfelves had been. A priori^ 
therefore, it mud have appeared lefs pro* 
babk, that Chrift, being fent on fuch a 
miffion as his was, flioald be born of a vir* 
gin, than that he fliould be born like other 
men ; as it might have been fufpeded, that 
he would not have been produced in this 
manner, if it had not been for the fake of 
giving him fuch advantages in point of con« 
ftitution, as men born in the ufual way 
cannot naturally have. His ejtample, there«» 
fore, is, in all refped;s, lefs properly pro* 
poftid to us, and his refurredlion affords lefs 
ground for our expedation that we alfo 
ihali be rallied to immortal life ^ fince any 
peculiar conftitution of nature may have ttn-» 
known peculiar privileges. 
In the fcriptures, mankind are generally 
apprized of the rtafonf of all the great mea* 

C 3 furcs 



Digiii 



, aa Of the Do&rm of the Booil 111^ 

fares that God has been pleafed tp take 
with rcfpeft to them. Our Saviour informs 
his difcipies very particularly why it wa$ 
expedient ih^at he iiiould die, and leave 
them for 'a time; afluring them that it wa$ 
for thcf r own advantage, &c. and with, re-? 
fpeft to thofe reafons which they were not 
at that time qualiiied to enter intp^ he 

r 

plainly told them, that they were not ; and 
ti^at, for that reaionj the communi^cation o|;^ 

more, knowledge to tliciu was Jcicrixd. 

Now, arc any reafons given us in the 
fcriptures, to Aow us that it wa3 more 
proper that Chrift wajsr to be born of a 
virgin, than in the ufual way ? Or^^ is i% 
there faid, that there was a reafon for it, 
but that men were apt qualified to under-* 
ftand it. Neither of tb^fe is the cafe^ 
^nd whdt is particularly rem;Eirkable, a thing 
of this extraordinary kind is not fp much 
as mentioned, or in the moft diftant mm^ 
ner alluded to, by Chrift himielf, or by any 
writer in the New Teftamefit ; fo that, if 
the dodtrine be true^ it does Rdt appear to 

- ' ' have 
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have aiilv/cicd auy eiiJ whatever. And it 
is by no means aoalogoas to the ufual con* 
du43: of Divine Providence* to take extraor- 
dinary meafures without a proportionable 
objett and u&. it ia no where iaid^ that 
God honoured mankind ib far, as either to 
iend a perJEan of a higher rank than man, 
to be his. mciienger to theni> or to iiiake a 
man^.ioan extraordinary way, for that pur- 
pofe > tiiat more dignity might be given to 
liis charad.cr, and greater aticutioa Iccured 
to hiftu < 

There is only one expreffion in the whole 
NewTeftaments that is capable of being 
bid hold of^ as^ in the moil diilant man* 
ner, alluding to tlie miraculous conception, 
y^Anch is, Paul fpeaking of Chrift, Gal. iv. 
4. as made of manum^ as well as made under 
tbe law. Bat the llighteft knowfedge of 
the feriptuse phraiisoiogy may iatiafy us^ 
that this is only fynoymous to the term man^ 
Job fays, ch% xiv. !• Man that is born of 0 
woman is of few daysjScc. and. again, chap. 
:^xv. 4. How can he be ckan that is bom of 

C 4 n woman p 
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a woman., Our.Saviour.alfo fays. Matt, xi, 
1 ! . Among them thai are born of women, 
there is none greater than John tie Baptift. 
To be born of women, therefore, or made of a ^ 
woman^ and to be a man, or a human being, 
is the fame tbin|;. 

According to all appearance, therefore, 
if the dodrine of the miraculous concep* 
tipn be true, God wrought a moft cxtraor* 
dinary miracle without any proper objcA 
or ofe. Nay, as far as we can judge, fuch a 
fretenfion as that of a miraculous birth, un- 
lefs it had been much more particularly 
authenticated than the gofpel hiftory repre^ 
fents this to have been, mufl have operated 
greatly to the prejudice of our Saviour*^ 
charadter, and coniequently. muft have ob^ 
ftrufled the end of his miffion. For without 
the moft circumftantial evidence, for which 
no provifion was made, the ftpry of the 
miraculous conception would never hav^ 
been believed by the Jews. And does not 
this circumftance render the wifdom of the 
Uhcmf^ very queilionable ? For« though it 

muft 
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muft always be acknowledgedt that the 

ways of God, even with refpedt to men, 
may be infcrutable to men , yet, when nor- 
thing is faid of fuch wiidom, and no fuch 
fabmiffion of our judgments is required of 
'us, the fadts from which fuch , mylierious 
condud is inferred, ought not to be ad- 
mitted without proportionably ^lear evt« 
jenee, ^ 
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SECTION II. 

^bt OptHiens of the Cir^iau b athtn coactrm* 

ing the Vfi of tbi Miraculoiis C 

J^S the fcriptutes fay nothing ai all on 

this fubjcdl, and reafin is equally filcnt» . 
let us hear what the Fathers have laid; anc^ 
wc (hall find, ciiai they were far iVom being 
at any lofs for good reaibns, as they thought 
them, for Chriii's coming into the world 
in that extraordinary manner ; and ceruunly 
a natural birth would by no means have fo 
well Anted their hypothclcs. But, unhap- 
pily, all their fcbemes arc fuch as anitarians 
would rcjcd, and therefore they will not 
tend to make the thing more credible to 

Juftin Martyr fays, that Chrid was 
born of a virgin, that by the iainc meani 

•^tiiui uiibbcuicncc c^uic by the ferpent, by 
the fame means it fliould be terminated. 
For Eve, being a virgin, and uncorrupt, 
conceiving the logos [word] of the fer-^ 
pent, brought forth difobcdience and 

death 2 
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death j but the virgin Mary, receivings 
faith aQd fayoar, when the aagel Qa^ 
*^ bnel fald that the fpirit of the Lord* 
M jQbould coiQe upon her, and the ppwer^ 
" of the higheft overfliadow her, whereiois 
" that holy thing that fljall be born o£ 
thee is the Sou of God, anfwercd, Ec iu 
unto me ^^cording to thy word. And 
^* .of her wa$ born he, conqeraing whom 
we have fJiown that fo^. m:iny fcripiurcs 
^* have fpoken j by iwhom Gpd deftroys the 
ferpent, and angels, and men who re- 
femble him, and produces a deliverance 
from death for thofe who repent of their 
.** evil deeds, and believe la him Thus,, 
as Cyril of Jerufalem fays, *^ As death came 

* Kdct ^ 'm wpdiW eai^^^i yerw&m^ ms jkoh if 
am rts txpeu; 'sa^axon W opxw sAoCe. ^ toiSh? rns o3W usu uala^ 
Ti^iv ha^n, Vlof^BV^ yap naot Eva aui a<p9jf (^-, rov Xcyoy tov ' 

ayfi?^ oli ^^vz'Jixct Ku^ia tu uulrv ETTEXRwelw . Hen ^aiMg t^trn 
fWtffMOffti aJiwi ^10 Hal ymufi&m 4 aw7>ij aytov m moi ^sa, uttb- 
' »f mob, Y»Q0o m xok TO ' Koi Sia ^rmttn yeysmiat 

if;ai/7ov. qya^^» Did* pars 2. p. 354* 

: l . "by 
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by the virgin Eve, fo it was ncccflary 
that life (hould be brqught by a virgin ; or 

rather, out of a virgin It was, huvvcvcr, 
another analogy in this hiftory that ftruck 
Ambrofc. . He fays, Adam was made of 
•« the virgin earth, and Chrift was ,from a 

virgin 

Maximus Taurinenfis improves upon this 
idea ; faying^ that as Adam was produced 

from the pure earth, fo is Chrift produced 
•* from a pure virgin.'* He alfo^ allading 
toFi.xxii.6. obferves, that worms vverobred 
in the pure manna, to which he compares the 
virgin Mary. What ufe he makes of the/e 
comparifons may be feen in the extfad: which 
1 make from this writer in the notes The 

XSV ?£ t)t '5:u:^'}r•/i^^ (pjc'^y]VM tkv fev. Cat. 12. p- 1.5 5 • 

f Kx terra virgiiic Adam, Chrillus ex virgtne. la 
liuc. cap. 4^ Opera, vol. 2* p. 59. 

J S«d magis ilium accipiendum puto quoniam vermis 
nulla /.'xtrinfccus admixtione alieni corporis, kd de Tola 
et pura terra procreatur, ideo ilium comparat cum domi- 
nie, tjuoniam ct ipfc falvator dc fola ct pura Maria gcne- 
ratur, Legimus etiam in Jibris Moyfi de manna vernii- 
tulos procreates : dtgpa plane et juOa ccmparatio. St- 
quidem de manna vermiculus gignitur, et dominus Chrif- 
tus de vir|j;ine procrc^itur, quin potius ipfam Mariam 

manna 
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fame writer fays, that God could not be * 
born otkerwtfe than of a woman only. 
He was bom," he fays, ** of a pure vir- 
gin, that the human birth might prove 
him to be a man, and the virgin (hew 
that he was God. For as flefli can only 
^ •* be generated from flefli, fo the flefli of 
^* God could not come, except from a fe-> 
male, without the help of a man All 
that we need fay to thefe ingenious ana* 
logies, is that the fcriptures fay nothing 
about them ; and 1 fuppofe that thofe who 
are now advocates for the miraculous con- 
ception will have little to fay in their 
defence, 

manna dixenm, quia eft fubtUis, fplendida* fuavit et^irgo, 
ifine veltit €«litus veniens cundia eccleiianim populii 

cioutn cJulciofcm melle defluxit, quern qui edcre ac man- 
dacare neglexerit, vitam tn femec ipfo habere non poCeiit, 
ficut ipfe domtnus ait. Ntfiquis mandttcaverit raean^ 
carnem, ct biberit meum fanquuicm, non habebit vitaOl 
in femetipfo. Opera, p. 1(09. 

* £t natus fane ab inta^a eft foemina, itt eitm parittf 
ct honiiiiem teftaretur partus humanus, ct dcum probaret 
xtexna virginttas. Nam ficut non pot^rat 211^1 caroda 
came nafci : iu nbn pocerat det caro de foeminoQ uierf 
xuH ilne geoerante proJiie* Ibid. p« 19$. 

ft 

A reafoa 
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A r^afoh quite diiFereht from the former^ 
and no lefs ingenious, is given by Ladan* 
' tins. God the Father himfelf," fays he, 
being both .the origin and principle of 
things, becaufc he has no parents, is truly 
^' called hy Trifmegiftus^ anraAu^ [without 
•* father] and o^w^ [without mother].— 
Wherefore his fon ought alfo to be born 
. ♦.'twice, that he might be without father 
and without mother. In his firft fpiri* 
tual birth be was without mother^ be-* 
caufc he was generated by God the Fa- 
<f ther only, without the afliftance of a 
mother. In his fecond carnal birth he 
«* was without father, becaufe he was ge- / 
**,ncrated in the virgin's womb, without 
♦f the affiftance of a father 5 that, having a 
middle fubilance between God and man, 
** he might lead our frail and weak nature, , 
«^ as it were by the hand, to immortality 

♦ Ipfc cr.im pr.ter deus, et orlgo, et principium rerum, 
quoniam parentibus caret, «^a7ajf, iitque ofAp a Trifme- 
gifto vcrilTimc nominatur ; quod ex imllo iit procrcatual. 
Idctrco ettam fiiium bis nafci oportuit, ut ipfe fieret a^reSsip 
atque of/K^uf. In prima eniifi nativitate fpiritali ofjo^lu^ fuit 1 
qui fine officio mauis, a i'ulo uco paue ^tiicratus eft. In 

fecunda 
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With refped to the latter part of this rea«* 
foaing, it aHght be retorted, that if it wa« 
neceflfary that Chrift fhonld he both God 
and man, he ihould have been both proper 

God and proper man, i. e. a man born and 
conftituted like other men. 

Auilin» whofe genius (eldom fails hitxi^ 
is not fo happy in his folution of this diffi- 
culty as he is in that of fame others^ He 
fays, ** The falvation of the female fcx was 

intended, becauie Chrift was a man, bori^ 
**of a woman only*." I fuppofe, how- 
ever, he muft have meant, that Chrift would 
take care of the men for his own fake, and 
of the women for the fake of his mother. 
Had he had a father as well as a mother, he 

fecunJa vcro carnal! avrcOa^ fuit; quoniam fine pat: is cf;!- 
cio, virginali utcro piocrcatus eil j uc mediam inter deum 
et hominem fut^ilantiam gerens, noibam hanc fragilem, 
imbecillemque naturam qiiali manu ad immortalitatem 
pofTet cducere. Fa6tus eft et dci fiHus per fpiritum, ct 
huminis per carnem, id eft, et deus, et homo* laiiiu 
lib. 4. fed. 13. p. 388. 

* Ergo qua virum oportdbat fufdpere^ qui (exus hono- 
rabillor eft, confequens erat ut femiad fexus liberatio hinc 
apparcrct, quod ille vir de femina natus eft. Queftioncs, 
Opera, vol* 4. p. 536. 
* might 
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might have taken more than an eqtfal care 

of the male fex. He fays, t)iat ChrifS 
was born of a woman only, that neither 
fex might defpair< For had he been a 
man, which was ncceffary, but not bora 
of woman^ the women might have de« 
fpaired of themfelves, recoUedtiog their 
nrft offence, becaufe the firft man was 
deceived by a woman/' His iiluftra* 

lion of this argument, part of which may 

be feen in the notes, is curious** 

* Sed hoc nobis oftendit, ut fcilicet in nullo fcxu de fe 
defperaret humana creatura. Sfxus enim human us, ma- 
rtum eft et foeminarum. Si ergo vir extftens, quod udqiit 
efle deberet* non nafcerettxr ex foemina, defperarent de fe 
fccininae, memores primi peccati fui, quia per foeniinani 
deceptus eil primus«homo, et omnino nuikm ie Ipem ha« 
bere in Chrifto arbitraremur. Venit eigo vir fexumpne* 
eligere virilem, et natus ex fannina fexum confolari foemi- 
neum, tanquam alloquens et dicens : ut noveritis quod non 
dci ^reatura mala eli, fed voluptas prava pervertit eam, it 
principio cum feci hon^inem, marculum et foeminam feci. 
Non- creatuiairn damno, quatn feci. £cce natus fuin viff 
ecce natud ex foemina. 'Non ergo creaturam damno*' 
quam feci : fed peccata, quae non feci. Uterquc fexus 
l^ideat honorem fuum : et uterque confi^eatur iniquitateiQ 
fuam : et uter<|ue fperet falutem. Ser. 63. Opera, Sup. 

3 A mucb 
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A much more plaufible reafon than any 
of the preceding is that which fuppofes 
that the greatnefa and fan£tity of Chrift's 
chara&er, fo much fuperior to that of other 
men, required that he fliould not be bora 
as other men are. Of this nature is that 
of IrenJBUS, who fays, If Chrift had been 
<^ born of Jofeph, what could he have done 
*^ more than Solomon, or Jofcph, or David, 
" when he was produced fh the fame man-' 

ner» and their proper oiFspring/' - He 
adds, that " he could not have been the 

proper fon of God, and therefore not a 

king, if he had been the fon of Jofeph» 
" nor the heir, according to Jeremiah*/* 

Lactantlus, not contenting himieU with, 
his former reafon, fays, that it might be 

certain that he was fent of God, it be-« 

* Si cnim Jofcph filius eflet, quemadmodum plus pote- 
nt quam Salomon* aut plus quam Jonas habere, aut plus 
cfle David, cum cilet ex eadem reminationc generatu8« et 
proles exiftens ipforum ? Ut quid ct beatum diccbat Pe- 
tmm, quod eum cognofccret clTc filium dei vivi ? Super 
liaec atttem nec rex efie poiiet, ft quidem fofeph filius fu- 
i¥et ; nec bseres, fecundum Hieremiam. Lib. 3. cap, 
29* p. 258* 

Vol. IV. 0 hoved 
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hoved him not to be born as men are 

born, from two human parents ^ but that 
«* it might appear that he was a heavenljr 

perfon in man, he was created without 
^* the afliftance of a father*/' He ought," 
fays Cyril of Alexandria, to have fuch a 
*« birth, I mean his earthly birtbf of a wo- 

man, that his prefence and manifeftation 

to the world might have Xomething in it 
*« worthy of a God-f-/' 

« For the very reafon that you doubt,'* 

fays Chryfoliom, for that reafon believe. 
It is not becaufe marriage is a bad thing. 
But becaufe virginity is a better and it 
*' behoved the Lord of all to have a more 
^< fplendid entrance into the world than 
ours ; for it was the entrance of a king. 

* Sed tamen, ut certum efiet« a deo miflum ; non ita 
ilium nafct oportuit, (icuc homo nafcitur, ex morcali utro. 

que concretus ^ fed ut appareret, etiam in hooiine ilium 
eiTe cceleftem, cieatus eft fine opera genitoris* - Inftit. lib* 
4. Ml 20. p. 430. 

^nfu xat CK yumiMOi^ w i^n to ^Eotrf isri^ n top no^fur m3» mm* 
xat amSt^n. Ggntts JulnRum, lib. 8. Juliani Ope. 
lai vol* 2. p. 279. 
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He ought both to agree, and to difFer, 
with OS in oar birth ; and both theie 
things have taken place. He ought to 
be born of a woman, in common with 
us ; but to be born without marriage is 
greater than us*/* 
All this might do tolerably well» if 
Chrift was to have been any thing more 
than a man, or to hivt done fomething 
more than man could do» or than it was 
proper that man fhould be the inftrument 
of doing. But what is this to thofe who 
think that there was a greater propriety in 
Cbrift being precifely a man^ 'mA his office 
fuch as that there would have been the 
grcated propriety in its being filled by a * 

man. 

No more will an unitarian acquiefce in 
the following reafon of M. Caleca»~— 

tHiim H^UTiUV Yl 'Zffa^N/EVia . T/IV Js TH KQlViS "SJUvluV ^taTToln EiCTO^OV CTE^- 

ipok^ Tavla ytyavE. km oiroig catstt . to (iev ya^ aTTo ixnt^a^ y£»f • 
a^ou mvQv 'ss^og m/M; * to h x^^^i yaiMv ysvs^^M fc£i^^i n fti*^ 
vftoi. In Gen. 25. Opera, vol. ii. p, 685* 

D z Chrift 
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Cbrift was born of a virgin, that he might 
both be born without original fin, and 
live without fin ^ becaufe they think 

it is rather delirable that Chiift Hiuuld be 

of a nature as liable to fin as other men ; that 

in all things he might be like his brethren, 
and be tempted as they weref though he did 
not yield to any temptation. 

Auftin thought it was proper that Chrift 
ihould be exempt from original fin, and ac^ 
cordingly he believed that he was fo, and that , 
his being born of a virgin was the caufe of 
that fingular exemption* If any perfon wi(h 
to know the principle on which he argued, he 
will find it in the following fcntence. Nulla 
igitur voluptate carnalis concupifcenttae fc- 
minatuSy five conceptus efi, et ideo nullum 
peccatum originaliter trahens, &c. Eachy- 
rldion, cap, 41. Opera^ vol. 3. p. 167, 214. 

Fulgentius enlarges upon this idea of 
Auftin^ ihewing why, in the ordinary way, 
men cannot he born without fin i and 

therefore that Chrift was born in an extra- 

► • • 

fUfshivM* Combefis, vol* 2. p. 264. 

ordinary 
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ordinary way, that he might take away that 
lin *. 

Leo the Great fays, Chrift was born ^ 
of a virgin^ that the contagion of human 

y feed ceafing, the ne\y^ man might have a 
true human nature, and yet be abfolutely 

" pure -f I ihall fubjoin, in the notes, 

* Et quia Jum Abi invicem vir mulicrque mlfccntur ut 
jilios generenty (uie libidine non dk pareotum concubitus ; 
ob hoc filiorum ex eorum came nafcentium non poteft 
fine peccato efie conceptus, ubt peccatum in p^rvulos non 
tranfmittit propagatio, fed libido. — Qiii ut illud peccatum 
quod in concubitu mortalis carnis generatio humana con- 
traxit, auferet, conceptus eft novo more, deus incarnacus 
in matre virgtne, fine coitu viri, fine Ubidine, conctpientts 
virginis: utper deum hominem, quern abfque libidinc 
conceptum invichtus Ldidit virginis uterus, abliicrctur pec- 
catum, (^uod nafcentes trahunt omiies liomines : quibus 
in corpore mortis hujus talis eft nafcendi conditio, ut ma- 
tres eorum foecunditatfs opus implere non poiEnt, nifi prius 
virginitatein carnis amifcrint. Solus igitur abdu lit pecca- 
tum conceptionis, atque nativitads humanae deus unige- 
nitus, qui dum concipiretur, veritatem carnis accepit ex 
virgine, et cum nafcereretur, integritatem virginitatis fcr- 
vavitin matre. Dc fide, cap. 2. p. 487. 

f Creator ac dominus omnium rcrum dignatus cfl unus 
efle mortalium, eie<^a fibi matre quam fbcerat, qua; ialva 
integritatCt virgineat corporese ciTet tantum miniftra fub- 
(lantise, ut humant femints ceflante contagio, fiovo homini 
ctpuritas in eflct, ct Veritas. De Nativitate Domini Ser. 4. 
Op-^ra, p, 17. 

!; , D 2 another 
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another paffagc from this writer, in which 
he argues more at large on the fubjed: ^. 

Hilary imagined that the body of Chriil was 
exempt from the fenfation of pain, and thi$ 
he afcrfbed to his nliraculqus conception 
How this cirgumftance gave him that pri- 
vilege, he does not fay. But what is all this 
curious reafoning to thofe who think that 
all men are born free from original fin^ an4 

* Superbia hoflis antiqui non immerito fibi in omnes 
homines jus tyranicum vindicabat, nec indebito dominatu 
pfemebat: quos amandato dei fpontaneos inobfequiuni 
fuae voluntatis illexerat. Non itaquc juftc omitteret origi- 
nalcm dedititii generis feivitutcm, nifi de eo quod fubcge- 
rat vincerctur. Quod ut licret fine vinU femme edi- 
tus eft Chriftus ex virgindf quam npn humanus coitus fe4 
fpiritus fandus foecundavit. £t cum omnibus matribus 
non hLit line peccati loidc cunccptio, hsec indc puigatio- 
ziem traxit unde concepit. Quo enim paterni (igminis tranf- 
fufio non pervemt peccati fe illic rubigo non mifcuitf 
Inviolata virginitas concupifcentiam/ nefcivit fubftantiam 
miniftravit* Aflumptaeft 'de matre hominis natura, non 
culpa, Creata eft forma fervi fine conditionc virili, quia 
xiovushomo iic contemperatuseft veteriy ut et veritatem 
fufdperet genem> et vittum exchideret yetuftatis. Opezst 
p. 14. 

f Sed non haben$ naturam dokndi. dum et (lominis 
habitus ell, et origo non hominis eft* nato eo de conce|i7 
fione fpiritus De TriniUte, lib. |6. p. ^^56* 

$hat 
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thax the bodj of Chrift was no more ex* 
Ciupt from die feeling of pain than ours arc ! 

Such are the reafoningt that I have found 
advanced by the Fathers concerning the 
fniracttloua conceptioii» and the final caufe 
of it i and it was a circumilance of which 
they made no fmall boaft. What rightc- 
oas per£do»" lays the great Athaoaiiua» 
wiiat holy prophet, or patriarch, in all 
the iacred vrritingSt was born of a virgin 
^ only i or what woman was fufficient for the 
^ conception of a man, without a imn * V* 
'' -When Chriil^*' iays Conftantine» in hk 
oration before the Fathers of the council of 

Nica^ waa to live among men» lie in- 

^ vented a new way of being bom s for 
there was a conception without marriage, 

a delivery of a pure virgint and a young 
^* woman was the mother of God +/* 



m^wm> De IncsnaiioiKb Open, vol. s. p> 

+ Bim If air^iuw n^nii vMnoCw* • n ynx^an^Mr ^ftfXXf, 

Ml. Cap. II* p. 5B9- 

D4 •'Who/* 
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• Who," fayg Proclus, has ever fecn 
or heard, that an infinite God inhabited 
** a matrix^ and that he i^hom the heavens 
cannot receive^ ihould not be llraitenedina 
virgin's wpmb. Well may we call this 
^* womb larger than the whole creation 

The trinity/' fays Maximus Taurineniis, 
^* has effe&ed three wonderful kinds of birth, 
Adam from the duft of the ground. Eve 
*^ from the iide of Adam, and Chrift from a 
** virgin •f'.'* It is remarkable, that theau* 
thor of the epiftle to the Hebrews makes 
no fuch boafts as thefe, though he feems* to 
have been intent oa bringing together every 
circumfiance that he could think would re* 
fled: honour on Chrift. Great uie, how- 
ever ws^s mi^e of this circumftimce by the 

* Tif R^f , Tif >}*8(7£v, oil fjt\ilpav 0 Scoj aTTEpiyfawiu^ aiimiv ; hm 

i^fASf yairtfM tn^fhlkfeer fitffntf, Horn, in Nattritatem 
)>omini, p. 149, 

f Tres valde mirabilps nafcendi fpecics opcratum repe- 
ries trinitatem. £t prima eft quidem, quod Adam ^gu* 
jratusex limocft: fecunda quod mulier formata de maf- 
culo: tertia, quae et c«lcftis eft, <juod Chriftus proccfEt ex 
virgine. Offra, p. 196. 

chrjlliai^ 



Digitized by Google 



Chap« XX« Miraculous Conception. 41 

chriftian Fathers, in aofwering the objec* 
tions that were made to the meannels of 
Chrift's birth. If it appears to weak 

ienfes," fays Maximas Taurinenfist un^^. 
** worthy of the Son of God to be born of 
^' a woman, confider that it was a virgin 

that brought him forth This, how- 
ever, would not fatisfy the Gnoftics. Manes 
thought it unworthy of the majefty of the 
Son of God to go into the womb of a woman j 
et fortir enfuite avec toutes les ordures, qui 
accompagnent I'enfantement. Beaufobre, 
Hift. de Manecheifme, vol. i.p. 555. Even 
the orthodox chriftians could not help being 
afie<5ted with this cpnfideration. Pafcha« 
fius, the author of the doArine of tran- 
fabftantiation, thought that it was unworthy 
of Chrift to be born of a woman, &:c. Ibid. 

vol. 2* p» 526. 

My readers having heard a variety of in- 
genious conjedures concerning the reafons 
for this extraordinary meafure of divine 

• Quod C\ tibi fenfuum tuorum fragilitate minus dig- 
num videtur iilium dci natum de fceiQina credere| virginem 
cc^ta peperifle* Opera, p. 197* 

proyi- 
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providence, may^ perhaps, be able to fag<i> 
geil one for themfelves i but 1 own that, un- 
fatisfadlory as they appear to me, I am aut 
to atiign any better. 

That the circumftance of Cbrift pretend^ 
iftg to z miraculous birth would have had 
an unfavourable efie<3: on his character aud 
credit ill his life-time, all the Fathers, who 
fpeak of it^ readily acknowledge i and the 
charadkcr of his mother^ they fay, would 
have fuilained an irreparable injury. They 
alfo , acknowledge that*, even had the fa^ 
been known and proved, the great objed: of 
his miffion would have been in great daiiger 

being defeated ; as it was of the greateil 
importance to the fuccefs of the icheme, 
that Chriii ihould not be known to be the 
Mefliah at fo early a period. For they ima- 
gined, that it was quite neqeilary that the 
•devil ihould be kept in ignorance of his 
rank and true charaden 

This is the realbn which they give^ why 
Mary, though dcfignedto bring forth Jefus 
while (he was a virgin, (hould have a nomi- 
nal huiband* For they fay that, as the de- 
vil 
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vil knew that the Meffiah was to be bom 

of a virgin, he would, if (be had not been 

married, have fulpei^eii that her child had 

been the perfon, ^nd would have exerted 

hitnfelf to defeat the objed of hie mifiion. 

This bypothefis implies a high idea of the < — 

powe^ of the devil ; but, withal, a very low 

oap of his penetration and fagacity, or that 
lie was ill iei-ved by his fpies« Such is not 

at preien( the idea of the devil with thofe 
who believe his real exiftencc. 

As^ the notions of the Fathers are a matter 
of fame curiosity, at leaft, I (hall lay before 
my readers fome of their thoughts and rea«- 
ionings on this fubjed:, Origen, who fays, 
that «* the Jews thought Chriil to be the iba 
of Jofeph and Mary ' fays, that they 
would not have believed Jclus, if he had 
faid that he was thefon of Mary ohiy 'f/* 
Our Lord,'' fays Ambrofe, " rather chofe 
that his origin iliould be unknown, than 

* wi w^w I^mf^ uat MofOi urn* Commeat. 
vol. I* p. 223. 

■f" Dicebant autem qui mirabantur, ignari ilium cfTe 
filium virginis, ne credituri quidem (i di<^us fuifTet filius 
yifgiliis* Opera, vgU a. p. 13. 

"that 
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that his mother's chaftxty ihould be 

queftioned 

But the perfon who has written the-snoft 
largely on this lubjc(^ is Ch^yibilomy and 
the following extradt from him will fhew, 
in a very clear light» of what importance it 
was imagined to be» that the miraculous 
conception fliould be concealed from the 
Jews. But it does not icem to have occurred 
to any of thefe Fathers, that every reafon for 
this cmcealment is an argument againil; the 
propriety and wi/dom of the mcafure itfcif ^ 
and therefore an argument agalnft the truth 
of the fad: for, certainly a circumftance 
which they acknowledge to have been fo 
highly improbable, and of apparent di(Ier-> 
vice to the icheme of chriilianity, requires 
very clear and ilrong evidence of its truth. 

Why is there an account of the genealogy 
" of Jofeph,whohad nothing to do with the 
^< generation of Chrift? Ihavementioned one 
reafon, but I muli mention another more 

* Maluit autem dominus aliquos de fui oitu, quant de 
matris pudore dubiure. hi Luc. lib. 2. Opera, vol. %, 
p. 17. 

. ' ** myflerlous, 

♦ 

9 
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myllerious. What then is it? He would 

** not have it known to the Jew*, after the 
birth, that Chrift was born of a virgin. 
Be not alaniKd at this extraordinary cir- 
cumftance. The reafon is not mine, but 
that of our fathers, eminent and diftin- 
gui(hed men.* For if Chrift from the 
beginning concealed many things, calling 
himfelf the fon of man, and did not al- 
ways difcover his equality with the Fa- 
ther, why fhould you wonder that he 

** concealed this, managing it as a great and 
wonderful thing, to preferve the virgin, 
and cover her from wicked fufpicion. 
For if this had been known to the Jew$ 

*• from the beginning, they would have 
ftoned the virgin, abu£ng her for what 
^would be faid, . and have condemned her 

•* for adultery. If they impudently abufcd 
him for works, of which they had many 
examples in the Old .Teftament (for 

" when he caft out demons, they called him 
^ demoniac, and when he healed on the 
Sabbath day they thought him an enemy 
of God, though the Sabbath had often 

•« been 
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been broken before) what woujd they 
have faidf if this had been reported ! For 
** they had feen nothing of the kind in all 
preceding tioie. For if» after fo many 
miracles, they called hitn the Ton of Jo-^ 
feph, how could they have believed, bc- 
fore his miracles, that he. was the fon of a 
virgin 

On this account, Jofeph has his ge^ 
nealogy inferted, and he married the vir- 
gin. For when Jofeph, who was a good 
man» ftood in need of many things, as of 
an angel, a vifion, and the teftimony of 
prophecy, in order to believe the faft, 
how would the Jews, who were fo cor- 
rupt, and fo hollilely difpofed towards 
him, have received the fufpicion ? They 
would have been very much difturbed at 
a thing fo ftrangc and new, the like of 
which they never heard of in the time of 
their anccllors. He who is once per- 
fuaded that Chrift is the Son of God, has 
no doubt on this fubjedt ; but he who 
** conliders hiai as a deceiver, and an ene- 

^* my of God^ how would he hot be more 

y fcandalized 

3 
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" fcandalized on this account, and have 
«♦ been led to this fufpicion (viz. of adul- 
" tery). On this account, neither did the 
" apoftles at firft fpeuk of this, but rather 

difcourfed largely concerning his rellir- 
" redion. For of this there were examples 
«* in former times, though not in all re- 
"fpedls the lame, but they had never 

heard of a perlbn being born of a vir- 
" gin. Nor did his mother dare to menr 
" tion this : for obferve how Ihe lays, Be^ 
•* hold, thy father and 1 have fought thee. 
" for if this had been fufpefted, he would 
" not have been thought to be the fon 
V of David ; and this not being admitted. 
** many mifchiefs would have arifen. On 
" this account, neither did the angels men- 

tion this, except to Mary and Jofeph only, 
- " but not to the Ihepherds, though they 
f* acquainted them with his being born*." 

* Tmt twum hmnp yaicDjiycSai, i-ctv tw ymrnutm- 

fitfm, u»ut fw lannOtfa, [urn ^ofpi%w] t,( a 

Kua&n m £aA -m J^, ^3,^ 
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Jerom argues very mUch in the fame 
manner on the fubjec^ty giving three reafons 
xvhy Mary was married to Jofeph. Firft, 
<^ that by means of the genealogy of Jofeph^ 

miSs^ iqbceZi^, %auiiatrm nm twtffniuw eaii^, £t ya^ m^Mm 

auhf tHfvm w, Ei yof imp *rm Mw, m v<i»9aMti trttd^* 

a^t^tof tarn clv^Cw, »} t« rc 'aroAAoxi; m^t^ cTu^Sn to ^oCf 
%y) n Hkm fiftw Ti& AcxdcifK^- : )^ yap &xfi» vafia tov vpa 

thIh o-irjaymt^ofjitm auloii xcxt^ov^ nhTTols n roushv myxovla. E: 
70^ fAila roirauia trmua eIi aukv th ioifmip cxax^v [I'iov] 's^uf av 

lib ^|p0; oufov t^(pfkf «fl»V OP wapf iS&nflo tw vkwowu ; <r^o^^ 

yce^ (3u/']^( E/tiEMi So^^tiv Tj Ifvov ^ xawJi'i ^ to fjuhTTole n 70i^ 
in^c oMOii «afa^£{a^Sai £srt tow v^oroiwv ^/<C£^nKO(. O fiey yaq 
earei vsivBus &i tv ^ irifi sSe vift rSa Mtm oyu^M^ijfei* 
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« 

to whom Mary was related, it might ap- 
pear that he was deicended from David. 

** Secondly, left, aLcoraing to the law of 
Mofes« (he ihould have been ftoned as an 
adultrefs. Thirdly, that, in their jour* 
ncy to Egypt, (he might have the com- 

*^ fort of a guardian, rather than that of a 
hu&and.'* " Who," fays he, at that 
time WQuid have believed the vitgin^ if 
fliC had told them that the angel Gabriel 
came to her, and that (he had conceived 
by the Holy Spirit, and would not ra- 

*• ther have condemned her after the ex- 
ample of Sufannah; when, at this very 
day, when all the world believes it, the 
Jews ftill caviH" He afterwards fays, 

fmif [n wofdcvG'] in tj^v mouo ^« s^jh^ ^c. £1 ^^f 
T|3& UTowr/fwSrji cot t» AaCiJ' ^oi^ov ivoyacr^:) nvoi . Tsfef ^ 

apfi/Oiii ratHa Myiw. A^^a m Ma^ta fiom Mat t» loKni^ [iisera' 
.^nnd/] T0{; voJiMViir tveffy^op^vot to 7S7iV>^£i«y, loe^i Ttf7» 

m^cjt^Kuv. In Matt. liom. i. Qpcra, vol. 7. p. 20, &c. 

. Vol.. IV. E that 
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that *^ except Jofeph the huiband, Mary 

herfelf, and a very few others, who 
might hear it from thein, all perlbos 
** confidered Jefus as the fon of Jofeph ; fo 
that the cvangelifts, exprcfling the com« 
mon opinion, called Jofeph the father of 
our Saviour*." 

I think it is hardly poiHble to read thefc ' 
pailagcs, in which the inconvenience that 
would have attended the difcavery of the 
miraculous conception are very ftrongly 
tod naturally defcribed, without feeling that 

* Ut per gcncalogiam Jofeph^ cui Maria cognata crat, 
ongo^quoque Marlse monflraretur : fecundo, ne juxta le- « 
gem Moyfis, ut adultera lapidaretur a populo : tertio, ut ad 
£gyptum fugiens, haberet folatium cuftodis, potius quam 
jnariti. Quis enim ia tempore illo virgini credidiflet, de 
fiuidt) earn fptritu concepifTen venille ad earn angelym Gii- 
brielem dei, detulifle mandatum, ac non ma^^is, quafi adul- 
teram) juxta exemplum Sufann^e fententis omnium con- 
demnaflcnt : cum hodie« toto jam credente mundoy i^u* . . 

mententur Judaei. Denique, excepto Jofeph, et Eliza. 

bet, et ipfa Maria, pa^cifque admodum, fi quos ab his au- 
diiTe pofiumus exiftimare, omnes Jefum filium exiftimabai^ 
Jofeph, in tantum, utetbm evangetiftae^ opinionem vufgi 
exprimentes, quae vera hiftonae lex t% patrem cum dixe- 
ruit falvatpris* Ad Helvidium, Openti voL a* p* 310. 

the 
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the Aory itk\f is an incumbrance on the 
chriftian fcheme, and thac it would at leaft 
have rppeared to more advantage without it» 
That it was neceffary that the miracu-* 
loiis conception of Jefus (hould be con- 
cealed ixom the devil, is a thought that is 
always afcribed to Ignatius, and it appears 
in the epiftles that go by his name, as was 
quoicdj vol* 3. p. 80. but it coutinued to be 
the ferious belief of all the Fathers who 
have mentioned the fubjed. Bafil fays, 
Mafy was married to Jofcph, that the 
devil might not iufpe^ that (he was a 
virgin For he knew that Chrifl was to 
be born of one> and that he was to put 
an end to his power Ambrofc fays, 
that Mary conceived by a miracle, left 

aram^ fonctm . eum yof iJiw^ffftoi tw mam^ to ffyjfifia ruf 

of d maae T« ^BfO^it Myovlo; . n 'sa^svoi & yar^i ><it^Sm 

iTTi^avHOv TU xv^iu yomofAsm, Horn., 25. Opera, vol. i. 
P-507* 

E a . - " *< the 

// / J ' 
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, the princes of this world fhould not have 

crucified Chrift for our faivation 
His idea, probably was, that the devil 
would not then have inftigattd Judas to 
betray him, or his enemies to crucify him, 
Chryfoftom fays, that Chrift was both 
born of a virgin, and fufFered on the 
crofs, that the devil might be taken with 
his own arts ; for that £ve was a virgin, 
when flie was fcduccd, and cat of the 
tree of good and cvil-f-." 
Leo the Great fays, that ** Chrift*s 
^* chufing to be born of a virgin, was an 
inftance of profound wifdom ^ that the 
•* devil might be ignorant that the falva- 
tion of men was born into the world ; 
** and that the fpiritual conception being 

* Sctebat enim jam tunc gratia plena, fpintu divinitatis 

afflata, quia fi liunc hujtis r;^cnli principLS agnoviflcnt, 

numquam pro iaiute noilra crucifixiirent. De Puriiica- 
ttone S. Maris, Opera, vol. 5. p. 638. 

TO ItAov Tx fwffs, avk nt Soidbi T« AiBtft 0 ie^ok^ ^ara2o^ 
In Pafcfa. Opera, vol. 6. p. 643* 

" concealed 
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** concealed, he might believe that he who 

did not appear different from other men, 

was born like other men 

The virginity ot Mary," fays DamafT 
cenus, ** her delivery, and the death of 
" Chrift, were all concealed from the dc- 

vll," quoted from Ignatius -j-. Mary/' 
fays Thcophylaa, « was married, that by 

this means flie might deceive the devils 
" For the devil having heard that a virgin 

would be with child, obferved the vir- 
" gins. She, therefore, married Jofeph 
" to deceive the deceiver J." * 

* Hoc ipfum et autem quod Chriflus nafci elegit ex 
virgine, nonne apparet altiffimae fuiiTe rationis ; ut fdticct 
natam humani generis ralutem diabolus ignoraret^ ut, 
fpiritali latente conccptu, quern nonalium videret quam 
altos, non alit^ credereC natum efle quam ceteros. De 
Nativitate, Scr. 4. Opera, p. 14. 

Mm 0 rod^ mutntf^ c/ioius nm o ^oMxfef j^vn^ rf tft /mn^ ^^tfiW, 
a tMx o nnfjc^a Sfn wr^ax^n. Dc Mariae Nativitate, Or. 3, ' 
Opera, p. 576. 

bMaU. cap.i. Opcr;^, vol. 1. p. S« 

E 3 Maximus 
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Maximus Taurineniis makes a curious 
foliloquy for the devil, on the birth of 
Chrift, which irdplies that he had heard of 
the pretenfion to a miraculous conception, 
but did not give entire credit to it. Who 
is this,'' fays he, that is come into the 
world unknown to me. I know that he 
is born of a woman, but I do not know 
•* how he was conceived. I fee the mo- 

tber^ but I cannot trace the father. 

And what adds to my aitonilhment,, the 
^* mother pretends that ihe brought him 
forth in fome unufual manner, and that 
(he is virgin.'' Then defcribing the 
perfed; purity of Chrift's nature, he ex|r 
daim3, «f What Oiall I do P Whither fhS, 
I turn my feif ? I find that 1 have to do 
with one who is ftrono:er than I am. 
I believe he intiends to reign in my king* 
dpm. I fear left he fliouIJ be a god, 
who is abiblutely without (lain, fiut if 
•* he was a god, how could he bear the in«- 
dignity of being born of a woman i How 
could he be content with the cradle and 
** fwaddling clothes ? Who cpuld believe 

" the 
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the wailing of an infaat in a God; and . 

*^ to whom does it not appear ridiculous 
that God ihould be fed with ^ woman's 
milk. Befides he is hungry, and it is 

" repugnant to reafon that God ihould be 
' "hungry*." 

* Quis ifte eft qui nddente me faimc ingireflut eft 
mundum f Novi qiudeni de femina natus eft« fed nefcio 
unde conceptiis. Aflat ecce mater, fed patiem invedigare 
non pofium. Partum video, fed non agnofco nafcenteiD» 
et quod ftupori meo accrefck, Incoafueu lege pariendi 
etiam cdito filio mater exultat, ut virgo.— Quid agam ? 
Quo me convertam ? Fortiorem fentio : puto ilium in 
' regno meo veUe regnare, ne forte deus fit ifte quein nullum 
poteft maculare deli6^um. Sed fi deus elTct, quomodo 
indigmtates partus femmei fuflmeret ? Quomodo cfTet 
cunis pannifque contentos I Qtiis credere poffit infande 
vagttus in deo^ cui mm audiend ridiculum eft deum femi- 
iieo la6ie nutriri ? Poft omnia cccc efurit, cum utique 

cfurire deum ratio nulla perfuadeat. Opera, p. 206. 
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SECTION III. 

A View of the ylrgumenis In Favour of the \ 
Miraculous Conception^ and of the bijioriw 
cal Evidence by which its Credibility fjould 
be afctrtained^ 

TTAVING thus ftated the nature of the 

fad:, the credibility of which I propofe 
to difcufsy and fhewn the appearance that it 
has a priori^ which is of confidcrable mo- 
ment with refped to the evidence that is 
neceHary to eflabliih its authenticity ; I 
fliall proceed to ftate the evidence for and 
againji it^ with as much impartiality as I 
can. This is all that is of any cunfcL^uence 
to the reader. He muft then, and be cer-« 
tainly "vuill, judge for himfelf. 

The whole ftrength of the evidence in 
. favour of the miraculous conception is ex- 
prefled in a few words. The thing itfelf 
appears a priori to be highly improbable, 

and 



Digitized by GoQgle 



Chap. XX. Miraculous Co7jcepii0i^ ^ 

and the report of it muft have operated un- 
favourably with relpcd; to the credit of 
chriftianity, and it is never argued from, or, 
fo much as alluded ta, as of any ufe in the 
fchcme, or as a part of it, in all the New 
Teftamenti But the teftimony of the evan-» 
geliAs Matthew and Luke» is exprefsly in 
its favour. Their hiftories are likcwife 
fuppofed to be the earlieil accounts of our 
Saviour's lifc^ and Luke lays that he took 
particuliar pains to trace the hiftory to ita 
fource, from thofe who were beil qualified 
to give him information* 

This poiitive teftimony, very circunafian-. 
tially related, by perfons of fuch refpedlable 
charaders, to fay nothing of their fup- 
pofcd injpiration^ is certainly eatkled to the 

greateft credit. It may be fatd. What evi- 
dence can be ftronger in favour of any 
event, than its being recorded by cotem«> 
porary hiftorians, whole writings were pub* 
lifhed in their own life-time ? If this part 
of the gofpel biftory be fabulous, why tnay 
not the whole be fo, fince it is all relatc4 
by the fairc evangelifts ? Is it not, there* 

. fore. 
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fore, to undermine the credit of the whole 
gofpel hiAory, to endeavour to weaken that 
of fo confiderable a part of it ? 

This, I think, is all that can be advanced 
in favour of the miraculous conception » 
fetting aiide all idea of the infpiration of 
the writers, to which, l own, I fhould pay 
no attention. I confider Matthew and 
Luke as fimply bijiohans^ whole credit muf): 
be determined hy the circumftances in 
which they wrote, and the nature of the 
fads which they relate. And before I con- 
fider the evidence that may be alledged 
againft the fad which they have recorded, 
or are fuppofed to have recorded, I fliall 
make one obfervation, whick is of the 
greateft importance with refped to hifto- 
rical evidence, and which h always allowed 
its full weight with regard to all other hif^ 
tories. And it appears tome, that it is our 
backwardnefs to conjQder the gofpel hifto* 
rians in the fame light in which we do other 
hiftorians (notwithftanding the dodrine of 
their infpiration is nominally given upif 
that prevents our forming a right eflipate 

in 
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in this particular cafe. In any other fimi« 

lar cafe, I apprehend, we fliould decide 
niuch more readily than the boideft of \is 
feel ourfclves difpofed to do here. 

The obfervation which I would now 
make, and which I wiih to imprefs upon 
my reader, is this ; that fully to eftablifli 
the credibility of any fadt, it muft not only 
be recorded by cotcraporary hiftorians, but 
it mud alfo appear not to have beeh con« 
. tradi£led by thofe who were cotemporary 
with the hiftorians, and who may be fup- 
poled to have been as good judges as the 
hiftorians thcmfetves. Still lefs will the 
fingle circumftance of an event being re-> 
corded by cotemporary hiftorians, avail to 
eftablifh the credit of it, if it appear not 
to have been believed by thofe who may 
be fuppofed to have been favourably in* 
clined to the belief of it, and to have 
wiflied it to be true. - 

Let us fuppofc that we iliould now re- 
cover a copy of the hiftory of Livy, con- 
taining an account of the tranfadions of 
his own timC; or fo. near to it, that it could 

not 
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not be doubted, but that it was in his power 
to Bave procured good information con- 
cerning what he wrote ; and that we ihould 
find in this copy of his hiftory, that Cko- ' 
patra, inftead of dying by the bite of an afp 
in Egypt, .was brought by Auguftus to 
Rome, and publicly married to him. The 
ftory would not, at this day, gain any ere* 
dit* We might not be able to deny that 
Livy wrote the account, but we Ihould im- 
mediaiely fay; if it was. true, why docs it not 
appear to have been believed at the time? 

Suppoung, farther, that we fhould dif- 
cover another Roman hiftory, viz. that 
*-of Salluft, which iliould contain the fame 
account; ftill, if vre faw no reafon to think 
that it was believed at Rome, where the 
fcene of the trahfaftion was laid, we cer- 
tainly fhould not believe it now ; nor 
would even ten or twelve hiftoriaiis, agree- 
ino^ ever fo well in their accounts, make UjS 
believe it, unlefs it fliould appear to us, 
that it was generally believed at the time. 
We' might not he able to account for the 
mifapprehenfions and miftakes of the hifto- 
) rians % 



Digitized by GoQgle 



Chap. XX* Miraculous Conception. 6 1 

rians ; but, in fad, their evideace would 

only be confidered as that of ten or twelve 

men, oppofcd to the evidence cf more than 

« 

tenor twelve iaillions. 

However, if the credit of Livy and Sal- 
luil was fo well eflabliihed, that we could 
not believe that they woutd aflert as a fadl, 
what they might eauly have known not to 
be fo ; we fiiould fay that, though wc had 
no method of accounting for fuch a narra- 
tion being found in the copies of their 
works, which have come down to us, we 
were fatished that they were not of their 
compoiitioii. PaiUtjeb, wc might lay, like 
that in Jofephus concerning Chrill, may 
have got into the works of more refped:- 
able writers (as a comparifon of circum- 
fiances fufficiently proves ) without our 
being able to fay wheu^ or by wbom^ the 
books were corrupted. And if we had any 
evidence that there were, in early times, 
copies of the entire hiftories of Livy and 
Salluft, in which nothing was faid of the 
marriage of Auguilik> to Cleopatra, nothing 
farther^ I imagine, would be wanting to our 
intirc fatisfa6];ion on the fuhjeCt. 

1 Now 



Digili^uG by Google 



6z yjj u^e DoSlrint ef the Book III. 

Now thcfe very material obfervationsi 
and fcvcral others, apply to the cafe before 
us. It is true that we do find the ftory of 
the miraculous conception in the received 
gofpels of Matthew and Luke i and it is 
aliBoit certain that they were there ia the 
time of Juftin Martyr. But it is no Icfs 
certain, that there were in early times gof« 
pels of Matthew, and of Luke too, which 
did not contain that ftory ; and there is 
fufiicient realon to think, tliat the great 
body of Jcwifli chrillians, who were co* 
temporary with the apoftles, did not be- 
lieve it. It was probably a long time be^ 
fore it gained any credit at all with" any of 
tiieir poAerity, and it is probable that it 
never did fo with tiie generality of them* 
It is certain that fome very learned perfons, 
and therefore, probably, the mod inquiii- 
tive among them, and who wrote exprefsly 
on the fubjed^ never believed it ; and yet 
no good rcafon can be given why a hiftory 
which has the appearance of being greatly 
to the credit of the founder of their reli* 
gion, fliould not have been believed by 
them^ as well as by other chriftians* 

Acir- 

I 
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A circumftance of greater weight than 
even this is^ th^t the Gnoillcs of that age» 
to whofe^eculiar fyftems the doftrine of 
the miraculous coaception could not but 
hvf^ appeared exceedingly favourable, did 
likewife rejed: it as fabulous. If thefe. par- 
ticulars can be well fupported, it muft ap- 
pear that fomething is wanting to the full 
credibility of this part of the gofpel hif«» 
lory $ and it will be farther weakened, if 
any ciroumftances can be pointed out that 
afFedl the authenticity of the introdudions 
to the gofpels of Matthew and Luke. Such 
fads of this kind, and fuch obiervations as 
have occurred to me on the fubjed^ I now 
proceed to lay before my . readers. 



Sic- 
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SECTION IV. 

Reafons for thinking that the Miraculous 
Conception was not known^ or believed^ in 

very early times. 

'^jp HAT the miraculous conception 

of our Saviour was not known^ and 
of courfc not believed^ uuiing the liine of 
his public miniftry» wiil, I imagine, be 
allowed by all perlon^i ; and this of it-- 
lllf is a circumftance not very favourable 
to its truth. For though there might be 
reafons why it fhoulJ be concealed froiu 
the enemies of Jefus (as it might be fup* 
pofed to amount to a declaration of his 
being the Mefliah) there does not feein to 
have been any reafon why it Hiould have 
been concealed from bis friends, as it would 
have tended to ftrengthen their faith in his 
divine miilion. Befides, as Jofeph and Mary 
were not enjoined fecrecy on this head, 
they wouM naturally fpcak of fo wonderful 

a thing 
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a thing as that of a virgin being with child, 
at lead to their pious friends, who would 
give them credit for it ; and if it had been 
believed by them, is it not probable that 
more rcfpcd: would have been paid to Jefas 
during his infancy and childhood ? 

If there had been any perfons of property 
among them, they would hardly have.fuf- 
fered fo extraordinary a child as this to 
have followed the occupation of a common 
carpenter, which Jefus is thought to have 
done till he was thirty years of age. If the 
account of Luke be true^ the ilory of this 
BiUaculous conception could not well have 
been afecret. . According to him it muft 
have been known not only to Jofcph and 
Mary, but alfo to Zacharias and Elizabeth, 
if not to Simeon and Anna i the latter of 
whom is fciul to have Jpokcn of hlta to all 
them that looked for redemption in Jerufalem. 
Luke ii« 38. Now, as none of thefe per-* 
fons are faid to have mad^ anv fecret of 
what they knew, wq may fafely conclude^ 
that, by fome. incaas or other, it would 
certainly get abros^d ; and a fadt of this ex* 
- Vol, IV, F traordinar/ 
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traordinary kind^ or even a prctenfion to.it» 
would never have been forgotten. All the 
country would have had their eyes upon 
any child that had been iaid to have been 
produced in this manner, and would never 
have ioft fight of him, 

Suppofing,. however, that this faft had 
been a lecrct between Jofeph and Mary 
only, and that they had agreed to keep it 
%Q thcmielves» fo that upon the death of 
jofeph, it would have remained in the 
breaft of Mary alone, it cannot have been 
iuppofed to have been unknown to Jefus 
himfclf, after he was fully illuminated with 
refpe&xo every thing that related to his 
charader and office ^ and it muft at fomc 
time or other have been communicated by 
her, or by him, to his difciples. But if 
we attend to the hiftory, we (baU find it 
extremely difficult to fix upon any parti- 
cular time when the great fecret was made 
known to them. For wc perceive no trace 
of their ever having knowji it at all ^ there 
not being, as I have obferved before, the 
leaft mention of it, or the moft obfcure re- 
ference 
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fcrencc to it, in all the fubfequent gofpcl 
hiftoiy^ or in any of the writings of the * 
apoftles ; fo that, if it was ia fa<a, it was, 
to all appearance, a moft extraordinary mi- 
racle, without the fmallelt ufe or effect 1 
fince the difcovery of it excited no furprize, 
nor left any impreffion by which it can be 
traced* 

Asfoon as we certainly knovy that chrif- 
tians did believe the miraculous conception 
of Jefus, it was particularly pbjeded to by 
Jews and heathens, almoft as much as the 
do<5trine of his divinity ; and this obliged 
the chriftians who believed it, to have re- 
courie to various arguments to defend it, 
and make it appear credible, as I Hiall Ihew 
hereafter ; but we neither hear of the />/v/t'/i. 
Jipnt the ohjeSlions^ or the defences in the life- 
time of the apoftles. Now why do we hear 
fo much about the miraculous conception 
in the time of the Fathers, and tind fo much 
laid of it in their writings, and nothing at 
all about it in any earlier period, if the 
thing itfelf had been known and pretended 
to ? Would not the fame caufes have pro- 

.-.Fa duced 
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duced the iame eiFe(fts, if they had really 
cxifted? And if the pretenfion had not 
been advanced in the age of the apoilles^ 
it would come too late afterwards, as it 
would be impoHible then to authenticate 
the fad. 

It is plain that Jefus was thought to be 

the legitimate fon of Jofeph and Mary by 
the Jews in general, and efpecially by the 
people of Nazareth, where he and his pa- 
rents lived. For the worft that his coun- 
trymen, envious of his reputation, could 
fay of him was, that he was the fon of a 
carpenter^ and that his father, mother, 
brothers, and fifters, were all known to 
them. This was about thirty years after 
!his birth. Now, had Mary been with 
child when fhe came to live with her huf* 
band, and Jefus had confequently been born 
too foon after their cohabitation, it could 
hardly have failed to be noticed, and would 
probably have been recolledted when he 
began to dii2;inguiih himfelf ; fo that we 
may be faid to have the evidence of the 
inhabitants of the place in which he livedo 

, z that 
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that he was the proper and legitimate fon 

of Joleph and Mary. Origen, indeed, 
fappofcs that the Jews meant to reproach 
. Chrift with his pretenfion to being born of 
a virgin, whien they told him (John viii. 41.) 
that (hey were not born of fornication *• But 
I believe he is fingular ia this fuppofition* 
Rut the principal objediion to the ftory 
is that, at whatever time it was communis 
Gated, by Jefus or Mary, to the apoftles, 
or by them to the reft of the dilciples (con- 
cerning which nothing can be colkd:ed 
from thehiftory) it does not appear to have 
gained any credit, in that age. Fo;: it is 
certain that it was not believed by the great 
body, and probably the whale number of 
the Jewifli chriftians in the age fubfequent 
to that of the apoftles ; 60 that they either 
had not been taught any fuch dodtrine by 
them,, or if they had heard of it» they did 

atfx/m TO at vo^dsyv Tfyemyrdoi J^yw ttm weStfa ixcv im» tw 
dew, Tuv tytfAoyw^ rw mdit^ dtov, wt a^^um nm a&fnm 
^als^a, Comineot vol. 2< p* ^03* 
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not think ^the account fufficiently authen- 
ticated. 

The miraculous conception was a thing 
which none of the apoftles could have alTerted 
of their own knowledge ; and if they had 
no particular evidence^ or revelation concern- 
ing it (of which nothing is faid) many of 
the early Jewi(h christians were as good • 
judges in the cafe as themfelvcs. Had the 
iubjed been then much talked of^ or had it 
been mentioned at all in the life time of 
Mary, care would^ no doubt, have been 
taken to interrogate her with relpe(3: to it ; 
$ind her tellimony, folemnly given, would 
hardly have been difputed. That this, 
therefore, was not done, and the credibility 
of the fad eftabliAied in -that age^ affords 
the ilrongeil prefumption that the Aory of 
the miraculous conception had not been 
heard of in thelife-timeof Mary, or indeed 
in that of the apoftles. If it had, we can 
hardly fuppofe but that all doubt with re-» 
ipe^ to it would have been precluded. 
. Had this remarkable hiftory been im- 

f ftrt^ to tb« e»rly Jewifh ^hriftians with 
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iuch circumftances as would have rendered 
it credible, we can imagine no reafon why 
it ihould not have been univerfally received 
in that age, and have been tranfmitted as an 
unqueftionable truth to all pofterity* For, 
being the difciples of Chrift, it may be fup- 
pofed that they would have been pleaied 

* with a circumftance fo much to his ho- 
nour the very principle on which, I doub( 
not, the belief of it did gain ground at ^ 
length. Had it been thought credible at 
th^t time, the fame caufes which eftablifh- 
ed the belief of it afterwards, would have 
cjfFedted it in a more early period. 

That very many of the Jewiih chriftianSt 
who were generally called Ebionkes, did 

^ not believe the miraculous conception, has 
the unanimous teftimony of all who fpeak 
of them, even in the lateft periods. It 
may, therefore, be prefumed, that this dif- 
belief was more general, and probably uni- 
verfal, in an earlier age. Juftin Martyr, 
who is the iirft chriftian writer that men« 
tions them at all, gives no hint of there 
b^Dg any among them who did believe it | 

F 4 
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nor indeed does Irenseus^ who mcatioas 
them fcvcral timcs^ and who wrote near the 
clofe of the fecond century. He fpcak$ of 
the Ebionitcs in general, as vain, not ad- 
mitting the union of God and man by 
faith» as perlevering in the old leaven of 
generation, and not uadeillanding that 
^* the fpirit came upon Mary, and that the 
power of the higheft oyerljiaddowed 

So far J therefore, we have no (Evidence of 
any of the Jewifli chriftians bclicv ing the 
miraculous conception* Alfo, till this 
time, and long after, they do not appear to 
have been known to the Greeks by any 
other name than that of Ebionites* Ori- 
gen exprefsly informs us, that in his 
time all the the Jpwiih chriftians went by 
that namp. He is the hrft writer froi^ 
whom we learn that any of them believed 
the miraf:ulous conception ; and . he wro(e 

• Van! autem ct FJiiohLi i. uniiionem dei et hoir.irils per 
fidem non recipientes m ^uam antmam, fed in vcten ge* 
nerattonb peifeverantes fermento } neque in^dligere vo- 
l^fitcs quoniam fpiritut tanAtts advenit In Mariam, et vir* 
tu3 altiflimi obuuibf,ivit cam. Lib. 5. wp. i. p. 394. 

about 
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about the middle of the third century. 
When you fee," fays he, the faith of the 
Jewifli beJicrers in our Saviour, fomc of 
whom think hini to have been the foA 
of Jofeph and Mary, and others of Mary 
and the Holy Spirit, but without ac-> 
knowledging his divinity, &c 
Eufebius, who fpcaks of no Jewiih chrif* 
ttans, but fuch as were called Ebionites, in 
one place, makes the fame diilindion among 
them that Qrigen 'does , but in another 
place he fpeaks of the Ebionites in general 
as diibeliving the miraculous conception, 
60 that in his time, that is about a hundred 
years after Origen, a great proportion of 
them, probably a majority of them, conti-* 
nued unbelievers in the miraculous con- 
ception, notwithftanding they muft have 
had before them all the evidence in favour 
of it that .we can pretend to have. And as, 
in after ages, when it' was imagined that 

litibum mranfkw ii; iw Iqm rm Vffi 
ea^H deoxoytof, e4« ^ 9 Ttff hP^!h> In Match. 

Comment. yoI. i. p. 427. 

there 
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there was fomc diftinftion between the 
Ebionites and Nazarenes, the Ebionites 
were always defcribed as believing Chrift 
to be the fen of Jofeph, and the Nazarenes 
are no where iaid to believe the contrary^ 
we fecm to be authorifcd to conclude, that 
the great majority of Jewifli chriftians 
always continued unbelievers in this doc- 
trine. TertuUian confidered it as ao 
aniwer to the Ebionites, that Chrift is 
laid to be born not of blood, nor of 
the will of man, but of God He muft, 
therefore, have confidered them as denying 
the miraculous conception. Auftin^ de- 
fcribing tlie Ebionites, fays exprefsly, that 
they denied it ; and though he makes an** 
other fed: of the Nazarenes, he does not iay 
that they believed it +. 

That there was any real diiterence between 
the Ebionites and Nazarenes has been fliewn 
to be an tpinion void of all foundation. But 

♦ Et non ex fanguine, ricque ex camiset viri voluntatc, 
ied ex deo natus eil, Hcbioni refpondit. Pe Came Chiifti, 
fcd. 24. Opera, p. 325. 

•\ Natus eft ergo dei iilius ex homine, et non per 
inineii), id e(l, non ex viri coitu iicut Ebion dicit* 
Dtiinmomfcus, cap. Opera, vol. 3. p. 195, 
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if there iia» difference between them» 

Epiphanius iays^ that he did not know that it 
confifted in this. And if, as he fays, " the 
^< Nazarenes held dodirines iimilar to thofe 

of the Cerinthians he probably fup- 
poled that they believed the miraculous Glon-» 
ceptioas becaufe the Cerinthians, being 
Gnoftics, had ho other opinion that £pi- 
phanius would call heretical (except that 
concerning the obligation of the law of 
Mofes) in which they could agree with the 
Nazarenes. For the Cerinthians, like all 
the other early Gnoftics, were unbelievers 
in the miraculous conception. 

The Ebionites were not without men of 
learning and enquiry among them 5 and of 
thefe Symmachus (whofe tranflation of the 
Old Teftament into Greek, is quoted with 
the highieft refpeft by Origcn, Eufebius^ 
and all the ancients) defended this particu^ 
lar opinion of tlie Ebionites. We have np 
account of any of his arguments ; but that 
a man of his learning, and refpedlable char 
raAer, about the end of the fecond century, 
with all the evidence before him that wo 

TflF ^fovrnjwlaf H«r. ^g. Opera, vol. r. p. 117. 

cai>^ 

\ 
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can have in favour of it, and probably much 
more than we now have againft it, ihould 
write in defence of his opinion, is, of itfelf, 
41 faB of confiderable confequence. That 
his opinion was overborne, notwithftanding 
his defence of it, will not make an unitarian 
chink the worfe of it, as the unitarian doc* 
trine itfelf was overborne ; and it was pro- 
bably the operation of the fame general 
caufes that was fatal to both the fimpie and 
the proper humanity j meaning by proper 
humanity^ that Jefus had a human father, as 
well as a mother. 

This work of Symmachus does not appear 
• to have been fcen by Eufebiusi but he 
mentions it as having been in the poifef- 
fion of Origen, Symmachus,*' he fays, one 
** of the interpreters of the fcriptures, was an 
Ebionite; and theEbionite herefy is that 
of thofe who fay, that Chrift was born 
of Jofeph and Mary, fuppofing him to be 
a mere man. There are now commenta- 
ries of this Symmachus, in which it is 
" faid that, eagerly difputing about the 
gofpel of Matthew he defends that herefy. 
And thefe commentaries of gymmaehus^ 

Origin, 
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Origen, together with other interprcta- 
*^ tions of fcripture by the fame author, faid 
he received of one Juliana, to whom they 
came by fuccefllon from Symmachus him- 
«< felf*/* ' Jerom and Nicephorus caii this 
work of Symmachui8, a Commentary on th& 
gofpel of Matthew. That the Nazarenes 
did not differ from the Ebionitcs in their 
believing the miraculous conception, may 
be inferred from the former being Ibme- 
times called SymmaHbians. See voL 3. 
p. 2Zi. of this work. 

' It is well known that the Ebionitea^ 
maintained that their copies of this gof- 
pel, which wanted the introdu(Stion, wa& 
the genuine work of the apoAie. And why 
fliould not the Jcwifli chriftians be as good 
judges of this, as the Jews in general are * 

i^xw yryrnm . cuf&nf h frv vtrw B£tumw tduKco^iifim, rw m 
Xipirw t( lamp Mapac ytromaa., ^affkovlw 4^ « m^pwjrov 

{ou£V!u'j. 'ssa it} iK TTK 'mpo<T^ irofios iyvufuv . vjrofjmifiala h 
Tit IvfAftaxiii ftaeh m ^Seu * ev oti hut vpof to juOx ^hSdam 
MToltaofMOi mfif&m^ rm i^tnf^fum cu^w xpalwtw . rewla h p 

fxatm 's^ap J>i?.ic.yio^ t<vo? ti>.r,^mai ' rnv pffi vof oiStc ^t^Af*axit 
nsfitCfvtf &ij^6wdat. Hif^. lib. ^. cap. 17 . p. 278. 

* allowed 



Digitized by GoQgle 



4 



78 Of the Doarme of the Book 111. 

allowed to have been with refpe£t to the 
writings of Mofcs ? The general opinioa 
IS, that Matthew wrote his gofpel in He* 
brew for their ufe, as Mofes did his books. 

Jerom fays, that the gofpel ufed by the 
Nazarenes and Ebionites, was ** by mofi 

[plcrifque] called the authentic gofpel of 
" Matthew *.'* Now, as there can be no 
doubt of the Nazarenes and EbioniLcs them- 
felves coniidering this gofpel as the au- 
thentic gofpel of Matthew, it may be fup- 
pofedy that many of the Gentiles alfo had 
the fame opinion* And though the copy 
that Jerom tranflated had part of the two 
iiril chapters, and therefore probably the 
whole; yet, as we learn from Epiphaniui), 
jthat that gofpel began at the third chapter^ 
and we know from Origen, that all the Gen-- 
tilb chriftiansdid not believe the miraculous 
conception *, it is probable that the Hebrew 
.gofpel, ufed by the Ebionites, even with- 
out the introdudion, was thought by many 
of the Gentiles to be the whole of the ge- 

^ • laevangelio, quo utuntur Nazareni ec Ebionitae, quod 
ftuper in Graecum de Hebrxo fcrmoiic tranftulimus ct 
quod vocatur a pkriique Matthxi autheaucuiii» In 
Matt. cap« 12* Opera, vol* 6* p. ai« , 

nuine 
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nuine work of Matthew. Indeed, they 
could hardly be unbelievers in the miracu- 
lous conception, and admit it to be authen** 
tic. • 

Ify however, it be thought that the 
Ebionites were unbelievers in the miracu-? 
lous conceptlou, at the £zmk that they 
thought it to have been recor(|fed by Mat- 
thew, the evidence againft the credibility of 
it, will be much ftrengtbened. 1% will be 
taken for granted that the jewiili chriilians, 
who were fo fond of Matthew, as to admit 
no other golpei befides his, would, not 
entertain an opinion fo diifereiu from 
his, without having taken the greateil pains 
to examine into the matter, and confe- 
quently not without having had very good 
reafons to think that he had been too ere* 
dulous in what be had written. And 
liiough we cannot, at this dlftance of 
time, difcovcr what their reafons, werci 
yet, as they were in the moil: favourable 
fituation for examining into |he truth of 
the fad^ we cannot but think that their 
reafons muft have been very ftrong ones. 

2- All 
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All Jews, no doubt, iu confequence of 
having expefled a mere man» born as other 
men are, for their Meffiah, would at firji 
be avcrfc to fuppofing any other concerning 
Chrid. Hut having got ovpr a much 
greater prejudice, viz. that of the Meiiiah 
being a tmp9ral prince^ it can hardly be 
conceived that then tlie circumftance of his 
miraculous birth, though originally equally 
ttnexpe(^d, would be received with much 
dii£culty, if it had been tolerably well au- 
thenticated. For, being aftually chrif- 
tians» they would be within the influence 
of another prejudice, which would tend to 
counterad: the former ; a miraculous con-, 
ception being a circumAance highly ho- 
nourable to their maftcr. In this way, as 
I have obferved, I doubt not, the belief of 
the miraculous conception did at length 
make its way among the Jewifh chriftians,^ 
fo that, by the time of Origen, part of 
them gave credit to the ilory. 

What proportion thie believers in the 
miraculous conception bore to the reft, we 
cannot tell. Had the account of Origen 

been 
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been the firft, and the only one that we 
had of the matter, and he himfelf been in^ 
different to either opinion, it iuight have 
been fuppofed, that the two kinds ' of Ebio- 
nites he mentions were nearly equal in 
point of numbers. But Origen Limiclf 
being a believer in the miraculous concept- 
tion, and his being the firft account of an^ 
Ebionites believing it, the^ c^fe^ is very dif<^ 
ferent. I cannot help thinking that thefe 
were always few, and that by far the greateft 
part of the Jewiih chriilians never, gave 
afiy credit to the ftory. 

' It may be faid, that the general unbelief • 
of the Jews, in and after our Saviour's 
time, with refpe£t to the miraculous concep- 
tion, may be accounted for on the fuppoli- 
tion of its not having been generally known, 
and its tranlpiring gradually from the few 
who were in the fecret. This, L would 
obferve, goes upon the idea of its being a 
thing, the knowledge of which was thought 
to be of no confequence to the fcheme of 
yhriftianity, and therefore, leaves us to aik, 
why fo great a miracle was provided to an* 
fwer no great end f But that this was 
Vol. IV. G always 
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always confidered as a miracle of a very 
extraordinary /klnd» is evident from its be- 
ing perpetually objeded to by the Jfcws, 
more than any other circuaillance in tlie 
^ofpel hiftory. And as it was always parti- 
cularly obje<3;ed to by unbelievers, thofe who 
were believers would, no doubt, think them* 
felves particularly interefted in maintaining 
its authenticity. If, therefore, it had been 
in their power fully to afcertain fo very re- 
xnarkable a fad, they certainly would not 
have failed to do iti 

How relu&antly foever unbelievers might 
admit the evidence for a fadl of this kind, 
all chriftians muft have been fuificiently 
pre-difpofed to believe a thing, which, they 
would naturally enough think, did fo much 
honour to the founder of their religion. No 
reafon, therefore, can be imagined for chrif- 
tians not univerfally believing the miracU-* 
Ipus conception, but fomc coalidciabic de- 
ficiency in the evidence for it. Many 
perfons would eagerly catch at fuch a itory 
as this, and believe it unon infufficient evi- 
dente. And yet we find lhat this ftory * 
long jrfter it9 firft promulgation^ and wher> 
3 these 
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there had been time enough to examine 
into it, was toot only laughed at by unbe- i 
lievers, but rejedied by thofe chrillians who v \ 
had the beft opportunity of fatisfying them** 
feives concerning it. 

Had the miraculous conception been con- 
caved to be a matter of no importance^ 
the Jewifh chriftians not believing it might 
be accounted for on the fuppoiition of 
. their never having given much atten- 
tion to it. But a thing that a&ually ex- 
pofed them to miuch reproach and ridi- 
cule, could not but engage their atten-^ 
tion. In their circumftances they would 
not fail to examine and re-examine the evi- 
dence, and with a difpofition of mind fa- 
vourable enough to the belief of it, efpe- 
cially if they had thought it to be recorded 
by fuch a perfon as the apoftle Matthew, 
for whom they always entertained the higheft 
refped. As to Luke, his having been a 
companion of Paul might perhaps have 
given tliem a diflike to him. 

But the very idea of the apoftles conceal- 
ing any thing that they knew concerning the 
^ hiftory of their mafter, is altogether un- 

G z fuitable 
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fultable to their charafter and gencrtil con- . 
duft. They were inert of too great lixn- 
plicity for a 'fcheme of this kind ; and in- 
deed it feems to have been contrary, to their 
expreis inllrudions as they were ordered 
to publifli in the moft open manner all 
that they knew concerning Chrift, without 
any refervc whatever. Matt. x. 26. There 
is nothing covered that Jhall nat be revealed^ 
and nothing hid, that Jijall not be ino^n. 
What I tell you in darknefs^ that fpeak ye in 
light ; and what ye hear in the ear^ thai 
preach ye upon the honfe tops» > • 

> The difbelicf of the miraculous concep- 
tion was by no means confined to the JewHh 
chriftians. It extended likewife to the 
, Gentile converts, probably the majority of 
them, evcn jn the time of Juftin Martyr. 
♦ For all the Gentile chrillians that he fpeaks 
of /as being unitarians at.alU he confidered 
' as holding the fame opinion on this fubjed, 
that is afcribed to the Jewifli chriftians, 
viz. that Jelus was a nian born of man, or 
the fon of Jofcph as well as of Mary ; and 
independently of any rigorous conftrudliou 
of his language, the refpedt with which he 
.1 fpeaks 
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Ipeaks of them fufEcicntly proves that their 
numbers, muft have been confiderable. 
; However, as in this part of his. work» 
Juftin is defending his peculiar opinion of 
the pre'^exiftence of Cbrift^ vfc cannot con- 
clude that he confidered all thofe wlw> de- 
nied his do&rine on this fubjed:, as agreeing, 
among tbemlelves with reipedt to the cir-> 
cumftances of the birth of Chrift. That 
Was a . thing which he had no occaiion to 
attend to at that time ; but as, in defcrib-^ 
ing the unitarians in general, Jews and ^ 
Gentiles, he mentions it as their opinion^, 
that Jefus was the fon of Jofcpb, it. is n^tu-. 
ral to conclude that, in his time, it was the 
cpinion of the majority of them. . Had it 
been the opinion of t6e minority only, he 
would hardly have mentioned that circum- 
ftance in a general charaSler* 

Nor will this |^e thought improbable^ 
when it is confidered, that though the be* 
lief of the miraculous conception certainly 
kept gaining ground, as well as that of the 
pre exiftence and diviiuty of Chrift, fome, 
and probably a confiderable number (or 
tbey would hardly have been mentioned a( 

G3 all) 
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all) remained to the time of Origan, who 
wrote near a hundred years after Juftia 
Martyr. Orlgen comparing the blind beg- 
gar near Jericho to the poor beggarly Jewiih 
chriftians, who believed Chrift to be the 
ion of Jofeph and Maryt fays, that thoib 
*^ who rebuked him^ reprefented the Gen« . 
tiles, who, excepting a few, believed that 
he was born of a virgin ^ Had ho 
himfclf been of this opinion, he mighty 
perhaps, have fpoken of them with more 
refpeft in point of numbers, well as on 
other accounts* 

In another parage, he alfo fpeaka of fome 
chriftians who denied the miraeulous con- 
ception, but he does jiot lay whether they 
were Jews or Gentiles, though I think it is 
inoft probable that he meant the Jatler* 
f ' Perfons," he fays, may believe, and not 
'*!^believe ^% the fame time and he in- 

Fftfliwrw urn W^yppft mm <ig Inw «nr, tih mto Tuir fftwn, 

oilivcf map o>dy8{ enravlei mmntmofftv mHw ex wapl^m wwi- 

iM ifummui Mfph uahfg^ rm m nr &e£^ In Mattw 

Cpmntent. vol* i* p. 426. 

Ranees 
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fiances in thoie who believe ia JeAis 

cruci£ed by Pilate in Judca, but do not 
believe that he was born of a virgin ; and 
, alio ia thofe who believed ia his mira- 
cles, but did not believe that he was the 
fen of him that made the heavens ao4 the 
earth V* 

Irenaeus, in his Glofs (for foch it is) upon 
the creedt ioferts the article concerning the 
ffliracQlous conception, as what was oniver*- 
ialiy received in his time. But this could not 
be the cafe, fmce, according to the evidence 
of Origeot there were even Gentile chriftians 
who diibelieved it after his time. Indeed I 
believe it is the general opinion of learned 
chrl^ans^ that the . apoitles took no great 
care to inculcate this dodriae, but chiefly 

pn mruftflH ^mfw Un urn fu m tm m i Ug w tifca^ ^fwlfmf 

vol. a. p. 3M. 

G4 urged 
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urged articles of greater aioment. Among 

others, I fhall give in the margin the opi- 
nion of Biihop Bull to this purpofe 

The author of the Appendix to Tcrtui-- 
liar's treat! fe, De Prafcriptitme^ fays, that 

Theodotus believed the miraculous con- 
** ception -f-/* But, accordiDg to Epipha- 

* Quid vero de ea^ qu£ paillonem, mortem, refurrec* 
tionem, &c. prsecediu conceptions Jefu ChriAi ex fpirita 
fanAo^ et nadvitate ex Maria., virgine ftatitendum ? An 
illam quoque jatii iiiJe ab initio JuddCi dc Gentiles ante 
baptii'mum Aint profefli f Equidem de ipfis chridians ec- 
clefiae primordiis aliquantulum dubito, quod in nullo cate- 
cheticoruniv qui in a£ti$ apoftolorum extant, fermoniim, 
ulla vel conceptionis cx vircute fpiritus fan^li fine virili 
femine« vel nativitatis cx Maria virginc fada fit mentio 
quodque nee univcrfc apoflolos earn Judaets vel Ethnicit 
fyrxdicaife, neque hos iUo(V« contra ipfam difputAfle, ibi« 
dcni legamus: uti quidem de refurre£tione Chrifti fadum 
conftat. Haud vane igitur augurari licet, hujus myflcrii 
propalationem plentoxi evangelii expofitioni po^ bapti(- 
mum referyatam fuifle: vet quod omnibus in nniverfom* 
tarn- liraclitis quam reliquis mortalibus, plane impoflibilis 
videretur virginis citra maris concubitum partus (vide 
Juftlni M. Dial, cqm Trypbone loco infrat cap. 7. 4. 
citato) vel quod non «que neccifiuaa putarctur Aiperoatu- 
ralts Chrifti conceptionb ac nativitatis nodtta, ac paffionis 
a^|uc rcfurre^lionis ejus fides. Opera, p. 339, 

* Accedit bis Tbeodotus bxfeticus Byzantius qui-*-do^ 
trinam eafn ijitroduxit ^ua Glirifium homiom tantwn** 
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nius» his fqilowers faHelieved thai Chrift 

was a mere man, bora of the feed of 
man And this is not improbable, as 
Theodotus was prior to Origen; though 
I own Epiphanius is not the beft au« 
Jthority, and it is contradid:ed by other 
accounts. But fomc of the followers of 

Tlieodotus might believe the n^raculoiia 

conception, and others might not. 

I think it very probable, that the difci^. 
pies of Paulus Samofateniis, and if fo, the 
generality of the Gentile unitarians of 
his time diibelieved the miraculoua concep- 
tion, and paid no regard to the introducStion 
to the gofpel of Luke, any more than tha( 
of Matthew; becaufe, according to Atha- 
jiafius, he fuppofed Chrift to have been bora 
at Nazareth ^f-. Had he received the intro* 

modo diceret, deum autem illam negaret« ex fpiritit qui- 
ism fan^ natum ex virgine, fed homtnem folitarium at* 

que nudum, nulla alia prse ceteris, fQia juiiiu^e autb<H 
ritate. Opera, p. 223. 

Ppera, vol. i. p. 463. 

f De Adv^ntu. J.C. Open, 1^ i. p. 635* 637* . 

dudion 

" I i 
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duAion to the gofpel of L-uke, he would 
naturally have laid, that Chrift had no ex« 
. iftence before his birth at Bethlehem, ra- 
ther than Nazareth. 

It is not improbable, but that there were 
{omt who difbelieved the miraculous <5on» 
ception in the time of Athanalius ; as he 
fays, I vronder how they have dared to 

fay that Chrift was a nian in the conrle 
f* of nature*/* The tenfe of the verb that 
he makes ufe of, rather leads us to fuppofe^ 
that he is fpeaking of a fed: that then coati« 
xmed tor fublift. 

It jQiould feem that there were fome in 
the time of Cyril of Jerufalem, who believ- 
ed that Chrift was the fon of Jofeph ; and 
as they are oppofed to the heretics^ it is moil 
probable that they were not Gnoftics, but 
proper Gentile unitarians. ** Let us not/* 
ftys he, bear with the heretics, who teach 

the appearance by phantafm only. Let 

♦ A|UE>^ itamm rt^etVfjLOxa^ ««f ohu^ ueev {wmtrai rCicT^KkjcaiV 
' ok ^ufiui oxfi^ta yejf&n&m ca&fuvof . u hou uiuii w 'stfvfm tnt 

Diviaiiatc Ohrifti, Ojpen, vol. u p. 164, 
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OS likevrife defpife thofe who fay that the 
birth WIS from maa aod woman* and dare 

to fay tliat he was the ion of Jofcph and 

« Mary it is evident from thefe faAs, 

that we cannot infer from Irenaeus infert- 
ing the article of the miraculous conception 
in his glofs on the Creed, that it was tho 
belief of all chriftians. Like Tertollian 
aflcr him, he mail have put into it the ar« 
tides of his own faith. 

Tiiat any of the Gnoftics ihould diibelieve 
tlie miraculous conception, is a fadt more 
eattraordinary, and more anfim>urable to the 
credibility of it, than the difbclief of it by 
any the catholic chriftians, Jews, or Gen* 
tiles i bccauic this do£trmc would have 
fuited remarkably well with their other 
principles* In retliqr» the belief of the 
muaculous conception might have been 
moce naturally expeAed of them, than of 
any peribns of that age« They did not, 
indeed, with Juftin Martyr, and the ortho* 

fan»im * mgHmxim^ urn "tm htymim ti o^Ms urn rmamof tim 

fm^ Cat. I9.0^en,p. 16}, 

dox^ 
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/doXy believe that Chrift was the maker of 
the world J but they thought him to have 
been a prc-exiftent intelligent being, equal 
.in power, aad iuperior in goodnefs, to him 
that made the world and one wlio was 
^9t to redify the evils that had been intro-^ 
:^uced by the being that made it; and 
therefore they v/ould as naturally incline to 
l^Jieve that .he had a birth fuitcd to his 
high rank as the orthodox themfelves* 
'Ihey who tliought that ChriA derived nor- 
thing even* from his mother, muft have 
thought a father, quite fuperfluous. That 
they did not embrace this opinion, there- 
fore, could be owing to nothing but their not 
finding fufficient hiftorical evidence for it.- 
- That all the nx>re early Gnoftics did be« 
lieve Jefus to have been the fon of Jofeph^ 
is afferted by all who make any mention of 
their opinions* .The earlieft of them were 
the Ccrinthians, and the earlieft writer who, 
mentions them by name is Irenasus : I 
lhall, therefore, begin with his teftimony 
concerning them. *• Cerinthus,'' fays he, 
^< who was of Aiia, held that the world was 
• *^ not made by the principal God, but by a 

power 
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** power very diftant from him, and who 
was ignoraotof thetr-ueGod ; that Jeftts' 
was not born of a virgin, for that he held 
to be impofiible, but was tlic fon of Jo- 
feph and Mary ; that he was like other 
«« men, but excelled them in virtue j that 
" after his baptifm, the Chrift defcended 
into him, in. the form of a dove ^ that h^ 
then announced the unknown Father, 
<^ and wrought miracles ; that at length the , 
" Chrifl: left Jefus, who fuffered and rofe 
«* again, but that the Chrift was impaffible*.** 

What Irensus fays concerning iCerinthns^ ' 
the firft of the Gnoftics, I hcodoret and 

* £t Ccr'mthus autcm quidain in Afia, non a primo deo 
Biidum eiTe mundam docuit^ fed a virtutc quadam valde 
fcparata, et dtftante ab ea princtpalitate quae eft fuper unt« 
vcii^^ et ignorantc eum qui cli iuper omnia dcum. Jc^ 
fum autem fubjecit, non ex virgine natum (tmpoifibilt 
enim hoc ci vifuin efl) fuiflc autem eum Jofeph tt Maria: 
filium, fimiiiter ut reiiqui omnes homines, etplus potuiilc 
jttftitia, et'prudentiat et fapientia ab omnibus. £t poft bap^ 
tifmum defccndifTe in eum, ab ca principalitatc qtis eft 
fupcr omnia, Chriilum figura culumb<e ; et tunc annuii> 
ctafle incognitum pattern, et virtutes perfeciflfe, in fine 
i^uLciii rcvolaffe itcrum Chriflum de Jcfu, et Jcf'ini palTuai 
cflct ct rcfurrexKTe : Chriltuai auicm impailibiietfi gerfe*. 
veiaflei extftentem fpiritalem* Ltb» 1. cap. 95 - p- loa* 

Others 
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others fay coocerniog Simon, MeModer, 

Cerdon^ and Marcion, the oext io wder of 
time, except thtt Simon, who was impro* 
perly ranked among chriilians, preceded 
him. Siraon," fays Thcodorec, Mcnan- 
^* der, Cerdon, and Marcion, deny the in« 

carnation, and call the miracolaus con* 
'^ception a foble: but Valeotinns, Bafi* 
«( Udcs, Bardciancs, Armonius, and thoic of 

that chft, admit the miraculous conccp- 

lion and the birth ^ but they iay that 
•* the God logos received nothing (rfjin the 

virgin, bat paffed throngh her at through 
« a pipe I and that he appeared to men as 

a phantafm, fecming only to be a man. 
" a« he had appeared to Abraham and lo 

others of the aaticius*.** 

Theodoret here (ays, that Valentiniu and 
Baiiiides, who preceded him, admitted the 

«w» ift f m Vf9 w m fSn t» ACfa^h mm rwrn ^m^k fr twi> 

Ep. 145. OpoBt T«l. ^ 1023. 

miraculous 

■ 
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niiraGulous conception ; but an earlier, and, 
therefore, a better authority^ iays the CQn- 
trary. For the Valcntinians, as well as the 
Ebionites, are ranked among tbofe who 
difbelieved the miraculous conception by 
Pampbilus the Marty r ». And if Val^entinus 
did not believe the miraculous conception^ 
it is probable that Bafilides did not, as he is 
ibmetimes called the mailer of Valentinus. 
Beaufobre fays, it does not appear whether 
Baiilides believed the miraculous concept 
tion, or not. Hiftoire de Manichcifme, 
vol. 2. p. 28. » 

That Carpocrates dilbelieved the mifa* 
culous conception is univerfally admitted. 
" Carpocrates," fays Irenaeus, held that- 

the world was made by inferior angels ^ 
*• that Jcfus was the fon of. Jofeph, but 

that his foul was firm and holy+.'* •* Cc« 

* Sive fecundum eos, que dicunt eum ex Jofeph et 
fla natum, ficut funt Ebionitse ct Valentiniarvi. Hiero- 
nymi Opera, vol. 9. p. 117. ^ Originw Qpera« vol. i. p. 

f Carpocrates autem et qui ab eo, mufidum quidetn 
€t ea quae in co funt, ab angclismulto inferionbus ingenito 
patre la^uai efie dicunt. Jefupi autcm e JoCeph natum^ 
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^' rinthus and Carpocrates," iays Epiphi- 
niu$, ufcd the kme goi'pcl with the Ebio- 
nitcs, and cndcavoorcd to prove from the 
genealogy that Chrid is the iun of Jo« 
fcph and Mary ^ Thcodoret alio lays, 
that Carpocrates believed that Jcfus wat 
** born of Jofeph and Mary, Ukc other 

Thus it appears^ that the carlicil and 
mod diftinguifhcd of the Gnollics ugrctd 
with the ancient unitarians, in di(believing 
the miraculous conception. Now, what 
could bring perfons fo oppofite to each 
other, as the unitarians and Gnollics are 
always reprefented to have bcen« to agree in 
this one thing, but fuch hiftorical evidence 
as was» indcpciiJciU of any particular ij iUiii 

€t qiii fimiUft rdiquts hommibut fucrit, diftafle a reliciuii 
fccvndum qnod anana ejus firma, et munda cum cficc* 

commcmorau lucru. Lib. i. cap. z\, p. 99. 

4».ai Tc> Xf*<^' Harr. 30. U|>cra, V( i. 1. p. 138. 

f T« 3Sf a i|m lam aa rm mi t^; M iv.jh Tin; 
aMiiif tti$ yip >a < wyiy^gi4^ Har. lib. i. cap. 5* 
Open, v^ 4* P- 19^« 

of 
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of chriftian faith i and which, in the cafe 
of the Gnoftics, muft have been fo ftrong, 
, ,as to overbear the natural influence of their 

With refpe£t to the unitarians^ it may be 

faid, that many of them, having been Jews, 
who had expe&ed that their Meffiah would 
be a mere man, born as other men are, and 
efpecially a proper defcendant from David, 
would not, without particular evidence^ 
admit that he had any* other kind of birth ; 
and that the gentile unitarians, having 
learned chrifllanity of them, would natu- 
rally adopt their opinion ; though, I doubt 
not, but that the idea of aggrandizing the 
founder of their religion, which was fo ea* 
gerly catched at in thofe times, would fooa 
overbear the influence of that JewijQfi pre- 
> judice. But the Gnoftics,- wha did not 
believe that Chriil had any proper birth at 
all» but-merely paflfed through^ his mother 
(to ufe tl^eir own favourite comparifon) as 
water through a pipe, would naturally wifl^ 
that it might be done in fuch a manner, as 
might be imagined (and the whole was an 
' Vol. IV. H ' aflfair- 
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affair of imagination) to be in the leaft 4e« 
grading manner. And that, in that agc^ 
it was fuppofed to be lefs degrading to be 
born of a virgin, than in the common way, 
is evident from what I have already quoted 
concerning their fentiments and ideas » 

On what grounds or principles, or from 
what authority, the ancient Jewifli chrii- 
tians, and many of the Gentiles, as well 
as the Gnofiics, di&elieved the miraculous 
conception, we can only conjefture, as their 
writings oh this, as well as on all other 
fabjefts, are long fince buried in oblivion- 
But the faS of fo general a difbelief, both of 
the unitarian chriilians and the GnofUc^ 
at firil univerfal, and giving way to the 
preient popular opinion (which may eaiily 
be accounted for from the very general dif- 
pofition to magnify the perfonal dignity of 
Cbrift, whofe meannefs was continually ob* 
jedted to them) very flowly, cannot, I think, 
be accounted for without fuppoiing fome 
confiderable defed; in the original evidence. 
Othcrwife, it could not but, in the circum- 

fiances of the primitive chriftians, have very . 

fooa 
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foon and univerfally eftablifhed itfelf. And 
the queftion now before us is fimply this, 
vi?. whether it be ealier to account for the 
cxiftcnce of this faft, viz. the general, and, 
to appearance^ univerial dilbelief of the mi- 
raculous conception, at the only period in 
which it was poilible fully to authenticate 
it, or the exiftence of the prefent records 
of it, viz. the introductions to the gofpels 
of Matthew and Luke, at fo early a period 
as that to which they may certainly be 
traced, without fuppofmg the hiftory they 
contain to be authentic 4 

In order to throw fome farther light upon 
the fubjed, I fliall now freely conllder the 
circamftances of this ftory, which has been 
fo differently received appearing to have 
gained no credit at firft, but, by a flow pro-* 
cefs, to have come at lepgth to be held ab- 
foiately iacred. 



Hz 
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SECTION V. 

TAe internal Evidence for the Credihility of 
the Miraculous Conception conjidered^ 

IN comparing the four gofpels, we can- 
not but t)e Aruck with the remarkable 
difFerence between thofe of Matthew and 
Luke, and thofe of Mark and John, in this 
refpcd ; neither of the latter giving the 
leaft hint of a miraculous* conception. And 
yet it might well be thought that, if any 
part of the hiftory required to %^ particu- 
larly authenticated, by the tellimony of 
different hiftorians> it was this ; and many 
things of far lefs confequence are recorded 
• by them all, and very circuiiiitantially. 
With refpe£k to John, it may, indeed, be 
faid, that as he knew that Matthew and 
Luke had recorded the circumftances of the 
miraculous conception, he had no occaiioa 
to do it. 

But what ihail we lay with refped to 
Mark? If he was an epltomizcr of Mat- 

thewy 
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thew, as fomc have fuppofcd, but of which 
I own I have ieen no fuiiicient evidence^ 
how came he to leave out the whole of the 
two firft chapters? And if he was, as I 
think moft probable, an original writer, 
how came he to give no account at all of 
the miraculous conception, on the fuppo- 
fition that he really knew of it ? He could 
not tell that any other perfon of equal cre«< 
Jit would write the hiftory ^ and, there- 
fore, as he did undertake it^ he would cer* 
tainly infer t in it whatever he thought to 
be of principal importance. Confequently^ 
he muft either have never, heard of the 
llory, or have thought it of no importance. 
But it is of fuch a nature, that no perfon, 
believing it to be true, ever did, or ever 
could, confider it as of no importance. It 
was a iingular and moA extraordinary mea« 
furc in divine providence, and could not 
but be confidered as having ibme great ob« 
jeft and cad, whether we fhould be able to 
difcover it or not. It was, therefore, fuch 
a fadt as no hiftorian could oveilook ; and 
it mi»y9 therefore^ be prefumed, that Mark 

H 3 had 
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ha4 either never heard of it, or tha( he did 
not believe it. 

If we only take away the two 6rft chap, 
ters of the gofpcls of Matthew and Luke^ 
and chaage a very tew words ia tlie verles 
that follow them, we ihall find very proper 
beginnings for them both^ and exactly cor* 
refponding to that natural and fimplc one 
of Mark. For they will then begin with an 
. account ot the preaching of John the fiap^ 
till ; as, in fa<3:, the gofpel of John like- 
wife does» after a ihort iotrodn^on con-f 
^erning the meaning . of the word logos, 
which was, probably, much talked of at 
that time. 

Does not this circymllance give us fome 
fufpicion that both thefe gofpels of Mat- 
thew and Luke , might originally have beea 
publiflied without thofe intro(;iud:ions; that 
the Hebrew copy of the gofpel of the Ebio- 
niteSy which was that, of Matthew without 
the two firfl chaptcr$ (and which they main- 
tained to be the genuine gofpel of Matthew) 
might be all that Matthew himfelf ever* 
, wrote that the cppy of Luke's gofpel, 
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which Marcion had^ and which begarl^ as 

Epiphanius lays*, at the third chapter,' 
was all that Luke wrote 1 that ((he in^ 
troductiom were written afterwaf ds by other 
perfons ; and that they were firft an- 
nexed to the gofpels by. . thofe who ad- 
mired them^ and were afterwards copied, as 
proper parts of them. Suppofing this to 
have been done, though it fhould not have 
been before the ancient Verfions were madis, 
ihey would naturally be tranHated after- 
wards, and be annexed i to the verfions, as 
they had been to the originals. 

The Gnoftics in general feem to have 
feleded what they tlliought proper of the 
different books of the New Teftanient, 
without regard to their authenticity. But 
it appears, from TertuUian, to have been the 
real opinion of Marcion (who was unquef* 
tionably a man of lining and ability) that 
Luke's original golpel contained no account 
of the miraculous conception* For this 

4a. Opera, vol* u p. 312. 

H 4 writer, 
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writer, in his book againft the Marcionites^ 
lays, concerning the two copies of Luke's 
gofpely his own and Marci6n's i I fay 
that mine is the true copy; Marcion,, 
that his is fo. I affirm that Marcion'^ 
copy is adulterated i he> that mine is 
** fo." He adds, that his own copy was 
the more ancient, becaufe Marcion him- 
felf did, for fome time, receive it *. But 
this he might do, till, on examination, 
he thought he faw fufficieat realon to re« 
ject it. 

How improbable foever this hy pothefis 
may appear at firft fight, no perfon can 
well doubt of fomething of the fame na« 
ture having taken place with refpedl to ic- 
veral paffages in the books of fcripture, 
even where we . have no evidence whatever 
from hiftory, from manufcripts, or from 
ancient veriions, of the pafiages having 

* Funu$ ergo ducendus eft contentionis, pari hinc inde 
nifa fluduantc; Ego meum dico verum, Marcion fuuixi. 
Fgo Marcionis adfirmo adulteratum, Marcion meuin, — 
Adeo anttquiu9 Marcion eil, quod eft fecundum nos, ^t 
et ipfe ilU Msrcion aliquando crediderit. Lib. 4. cap. 4. 
p. 415. 

ever 
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ever been what we now take it for granted 
they originally were. This, I think, to 
have been the cafe with icfpe£l to the word 
msff^f John vi. 4« Bi(hop Pearce fuppofes , P 
the wliole verfe^ and many others^ to have 
been interpolations ; and the famous verfe, 
I John^ V. y. concerning the ibree thai bear 
ruord in heaven^ has been fufficiently proved 
to have come into the epiftle in this unau- . 
thorized manner ; and had it been done in 
an early period^ there would have appeared 
no more reafon to have fnfpeded the ge- 
nuiaenefs of it, than there now does that 
of the introdudlions to the gofpcls of Mat- 
thew and Luke. 

This was indifputably the cafe with the 
gofpcl of the Ebioiiitcs itfelf; for, accord- 
ing to the moft unfufpe£ted evidence, it 
was the gofpel of Matthew beginning at the 
third chapter J but that copy of the Ebio- 
nites gofpel, which Jerom faw, had, at 
leaft, the fccoad chapter ; for he quotes a 
paffage from it. It is very poffible, there- 
fore, that there might have been copies of 
the Greek gol^pel of Matthew, without the 

two 
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two firft chapters, as well as foaie of the 
Hebrew copies with them* 

As the.Ebionites were not wanting in 
their refpefl: for Matthew, or his gofpel, it 
is not to be fuppoied that they would have 
rejected the introdudion, if they had really 
thought it to be bis^ even if they had not 
thought the hiilory contained in it intitled 
to full credit, I, therefore, iee no reafon 
why they ihould leave it oat entirely, but 
that they did not admit its authenticity : 
and, certainly, as I have faid before, they 
for whofe ufe that gofpel was particularly 
written, and in whofe language it was pro* 
bably iirft publiihed, muft be allowed to 
have been the beft judges of it. 

It favours the idea of the two firft chap- 
ters of Matthew's goipcl not properly be- 
longing to the reft, that they have a kind 
of fiparate title ^ viz. the book of the genera^ 
tion of Jejus CJbrift, to which the hiftory 
of the miraculous conception, and the cir- 
cumftances conneifted with it, are an ap- 
pendage, and together with it make a kind 
pf preamble tp the proper hiftory of the 

gofpel. 
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gofpej, which begins with* the account of 
the baptifm of John, 

As to the gofpel of Luke, though it 
0iould |K>t be fuppofed that the copy which 
Marcion made ufe of (which wanted the 
fwo hiil chapters) affords any prefumptioa 
that the original was without them, yet the 
authority of this writer is certainly lefs 
than that of an apoftle | and careful as he 
was to coUedt the particulars of the hiltory 
from the very beginning, he might poflibly 
^ve been miiinformed with relped to the 
early part of it^^ and have taken up that 
fplendid part of his narrative too Ijaftily. 
Had the work of Symmachus been extant* 
we fhoHid, no doubts have^ known much 
more concerning the fubjcft. Between the 
time of the publication of the gofpels^ and 
that of Juftin Martyr, who is the fir ft wri- 
ter that mentions the miraculous coricep- ^ 
p^ort, there was an interval of about eighty 
years ; and in this fpace of time it is pof- 
iible that additions to the gofpel hiftory 
of this kind (which did not affeft the great 
a^id public fran&dions) might have been 

made 
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made and have been annexed to fomc of the 
copies, though not to them all* 

Some doubt with refpedl to the authen* 
ticity of the introdudlion to Matthew's 
gofpel arifcs from the genealogy being 
omitted in the Harmony of Tatian, He 
was a difciple of Juilin Martyr, in whofe 
writings, as I have obfcrvcd, we have the 
firft certain mention of the miraculous con-^ 
ception ; but after the Jieath of his mailer, 
he became the founder of a fed: much re- 
fembling thofe of the Gnoftics. His Har- 
mony is not now extant ; but we have the 
following account of it in lheodoret; He. 

COmpoicd a gofpel called -ncnra^m, OV of 

*\tbe Jour^ having cut off the genealo- 

gies, .and every thing that fliews that ^ 
our Lord was of the feed of David ac- 
cording to the flefli. This gofpel was 
uied not only by thofe of his fed, but 

<^ alfo by thole who followed the dodrine 
of the apoftles ; not perceiving the artU 

<^ fice of the compolition, but ufing ft, 
through fmiplicity, as a compendious 
work» I found more than two hundred 

of 
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of thefc books, much rcfpedcd ia the ^ 
churches 1 but« having colIeAed them ^ 
all, I removed them, and introduced the 
gofpcls of the Tour evangclifts 
All that we can certainly infer from this 
account of Thcodorct is, that Tatian did 
not infcrt any i^cncalogy of Chrift in his 
Harmony, and 1 believe no other harmonift 
ever omitted fu iuipoi Cuiu an arlicle in the 
gofpel hiftory. This ia a circumilance that 
aOccts the authenticity oi ihc genealogy only, 
diredly, and the reft of the tnirodu^iion^ 
containing the hidory of the miraculous 
conccptiuii, indirccll)', as luppofed to be 
cooneded with the genealogy. As Epi- 
phauius Uys, that Ttitiaa*s gufpcl was foaie- 
times called tbt gojpet according to the He^ 

* Oiioj 1^ T5 TiJijaj-i' ttJLXitif^t£Ky <*i,i*kCf^r# £i>ay'/t>40Vy roi 
wmfmm j(fifiiwi|iiw» iw muftm 9liftiwii« txjpiiftA TiAi« s f/Ofw m 

Tm $JCfm xfnraftn» « h warm vUtitr n ^lamam BtS^ 
4fe2ac ■» Tdif oflAiirasc rdyfliptfNKi wom; moTA* 

Hirr, lr'ab« lib. j. 20. Qpenh vuK 4. p. 208. 
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brcws^ and he was a Syrian, it is not impro- 
bable, as Mr. Jones obfer^es^ that he might 
have bcea one of the left of the Hebrew 
chriftians ; and» therefore, it will be more ' 
probable that he omitted both the genea- 
logy and the account of the miraculous 
conception, becaufe he thought them not 
to be depended upon. 

As Tatian had no genealogy of Chrift: in 
liis gofpel, he murt: have omitted that of 
Luke, as well as that of Matthew ; and 
though that of Luke is not in the two iirft 
chapters^ it is inferted in a place where it 
is not at all wanted, but has much the 
kS ^ appearance ofj an interpolation, and there-* 
fore niight have been written by the au> 
thor of the introduSlion^ fuppofing neither 
of them to have been written by Luke. 

If we read the goipels of ^atthew and 
Luke without the two firft chapters, we 
ihall not find the want of them i as in the 
fubfe(juent hillory, there is no reference to 
them, and fome things that are rather incon* 
fiftent with them. Thus, whenever either 
of thcfc two writers fpeak of Jefus being 
'3 called 

* 

\ 
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called the Jon of Jofepb^ as well as of Mary, 
after he came into public life, they never 
make any remark upon it, or objefkion to 
it. Mary hcrfelf is reprefented by Luke, 
chap. ii. 53. as faying to Jefus, Thy father 
and I have fought thee for rowing ; and Ironi 
this paffage, Cyril of Jerufalem fays, that 
fome heretics endeavoured to prove that 
*' Chrift had a Father as well as a mo- 
" ther*." 

But it may be replied, that having re- 
lated the hiftory of the miraculous con- 
ception fo much at large before, he had no 
occafion to introduce any explanation after- 
wards i and as to Mary, ihe, perhaps, fpokc 
what Luke mentions in a mixed company, 
and might not chufe to inform them that 
Jefus had no father. Still, hov^ever, I 
think it would not have been unnatural for 
both Matthew and Luke to have referred to 
the hiftory of the miraculous concept ioa 
on lome particular occalioas, as when they 

MyoiU^, Cat, 7. Opera, p. Jo6. * « 

^avc 
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gave an, accdunt of his being deipifed for 
being the fon of a carpenter. This, at Icaft, 
might have been expeded of Maj:k and 
John, who had given no hiftory of die mi- 
raculous conception at all. 

The very genealogies in the gofpels of 
Matthew and Luke amount alfo to a con- 
futation of the liypotheils adopted by thofe 
writers : and, therefore, (hould feem to be 
the work of other hands than thofe who 
wrote the gofpels. And that of Matthew 
may well be fuppofed to have been written 
by one perfon, and the rtil of the two chap- 
O ters hy another. For, of what confequence 
' was it to give the genealogy of Jofeph for 
that of Jefus, when, according to theniy 
Jefus was no more defcended from Joieph, 
than he was from Herod. 

The genealogy of Luke has by fomc. 
moderns been fuppofed to be tiaat of Mary, - 
becaufe fome Jewi(h rabbi has called her 
the daughter of Heii. But that rabbi wa& 
probably too late to know any thing of the 
matter; and he might call her fo as the 
wife of Jofeph, who was faiii to be the 

fon 
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fon of Heli ; aii J the genealogy in Matthew 
has always been fuppofed to be that of Jo- v-^ 
f?ph himfelf. However, the hypotheiis of 
the ancients was quite different from that of 
the moderns ; for, according to them, both 
the genealogies are thofe of Jofeph, that ia 
Matthew by natural dejcent^ he being the 
proper fon of Jacob, and that in Luke by 
lord) I Heli, the fuppofed brother of Jacob, 
dying without iflue, and Jacob taking his 
nvifc, and having by her Jofeph. Thus 
Euiebius, on the authority of Africanus, 
(whofe liuthority is quite uncertain) fays, 
that Jofeph was the ion of Heli by law, ^ 
and of Jacob by nature * " Jacob and ^ 
" Heli being brothers -f-.*' 

Jerom fays, that Joicph's genealogy is 
mehtibned, becaufe it was not the cuftom 
** of the fcriptures to reckon genealogies 

taul'ji^ k.ai kola Xoyov . dto xcu '^Byfamlai " IokohQ eytm^i rovia- 
onp * neSct nKyiov h ts 'Hm moiw* mm yap 0 LkkhC akkpof- 
egnftm mffu. Hift* lib. i. cap. 7. p. 23. 

t Ibid. p. 25. 

Vol. iV. I according 
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•* according to women But on this 
priaeiple the genealogy was a mere decep- 
tion; and had the Jews known how the 

cafe ftood, it would have given them no fort 
of fatisfaftion. It could not, therefore, 
have anfwered the end for which it was in- 
ferted. For» no doubtf the Jews under- 
ftood the prophecies concerning the defcent 
of the Me&ah from David, to mean that he 
ihould be the fon of (bme man who (hoald 
be lineaUy defcended from^ David. The 
infertion^of any daughter of David woyAd, 
their opinion^ have vitiated the whole 
genealogy. They muft, . therefore, have 
conlidered one of thefe genealogies as di- 
rectly contradidling the other. 
y Auftin has a peculiar method of folvrng 
this di^culty. He fays, that. Jefus wa» 
the proper child of Jofcph as well as of 
Mary, becaufe the holy fpirit gave him 
to them both i both of them being order- 
ed by the angel to give a name to the 

* Cui primum refpondebimus non elTe conruenidinisfcrip- 
turarum, ut muficrum in gcneratiunibus oi Jo texatur. In 
Matt, cap, I, Opera* vol. 6. p. i. 

child i. 
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child ; and by this,*' he fays, " the au- 
^ diority of the ptrentis declared^/* 

The J^ws make it a iesious ob^ei^oa to p 
the mefliahfliip of Jefus, that, according to ^ 
the genealogies of Matthew and Luke, ho 
does not appear to have been defceuded froia 
Davids or even from Judah ; fiiice it is only 
the genealpgy of Jofepfa, his reputed father^ 
that is given^ and not his own, or his rao-^ 
ther '8. •* Obferve,'' fiiys the author of Nkza>^ 
ebon vetus, ^* how they confute themfeives ^ 
•* for if, as they fay, Jefus had no father, how 
can he be defcended from the Aock of Da« 
vid. But if the genealogy of Jofeph be 
given to prove that he was of the houfe of ^ 
Davids Jofeph muft be his father* How 
then do you aiTert that he had no human 
"fetherf?*. 

♦Spiritus Sandus in amborum juftitia requicfcens am- 
bobus Eiium dedit. Sed in eo iiexu, quern parere decebat» 
opentiis eft hoc, quod etam marito natfcmtur. Itaque 
ambobus dicic angelus, ut puero nomen imponant ; ubi 
piieDtum dedaratur au£h»ntas. 5er. 63. Opera, Sup, 
p. 146. 

i Undc lis conftat Jcfum domo Davidica profatum fuilfe I 
Utiqttc in IkbsQ erronim ipforum oitul tale Icriptuoi rtfpe* 

la ritur. 
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Rabbi Nachmanides fays,t.if your Mef- 
•« fiah was dcfcendcdirom David, meaiahg 
•* by the mother's fide, he could not be the 
heir of his kingdom, becaufe females do 
not inherit while any male ilTue re- 
^ mains'*/' 

Both thefe genealogies^*' iays Rabbi 
Ifaac, in his Munimen fJei^ " belong to Jo- 
feph only 9 and not to Jefus ; for they iay 
that Jofcph had no commerce with Mary 

• * 

ilturt NaiD, Matthseos et Lucas qui genealogias texunt^ 
Jofephi tantttm, mariti Mariae, gcnealogiam texont, quam 

ipfi ab Abrahanio deducunt, hoc modo, Abraham genuit 
Ifaacum, Ifaacus genuit Jacobum, ct reltqua, dodet ii4U* 
unt : Eleafar genuit Mattanem, Mattan genuit Jacobum, 
Jacobus genuit Jofephum, fponfum Maris; At Mariae 
genealogia non reperitur, in ullo ipfonim Ifbro. Nunc 
tiutem difce, etaudi, quomodo propiia corundcm dlch ip- 
ibs mendacii reos faciant. Quod fi enim Jefus iiae patre 
genitus eft^ ceu didttant, ex eo liquido inferimus non fuiiie 
iUuiB ortundum ex prbfapia Davidi^. Quod fi veto Ideo 
per Jofephum Jefu genealogia conditur, ut appareat bunc 
ex domo Davidica defcendere, relinquimr, jofephum iliius 
fiatrem liiiiie : quomodo igitur alicruis, ipiuoi citra viri 
conculntum gemtum efle \ Nizzacfaon Vetus, p. 79, ^^3. 
* Quod (t maxime vefter Meflias ex progenie Davidis 

_ _ I 

prodiiflet, non tamen haeres regni illius efle poflet, noa 
enim ^lix haereditateoi adeunt^ cum prol^mafcuk efl fu- 
perftes. P. 53* 

his 
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'* his mother ; and as to that of Mary, it is 
altogether unknown. Thofe, therefore* 
«^ wiio framed thefe genealogies may be com^ 
pared to perlbns wlio plunge into a deep 
fea, and bring up nothing but iheUs 
The two htftories of the mitaculous coa* 
ception are themielves remarkably di^erent 
from each other and though it may be 
poffible to contrire a fcheme, hy .wIulg^ 
.they may be reconciled, yet there are fucjh 
capital circomftances in each of the ac* 
counts omitted by the other* as it can 
hardly be fuppofed would have bcea omiu 
ted* if the writers had been acqu^ntful with 
themV Would Luke, for inftance* whofe 
account is fo very circumftaatial in other 
reijpeds, have omitted all the three remark- 

* Gaetenim, sunbae hae iaeptiffiiiub gpnealogiae tsmtum 
ad Jofqihiun* neudquam Tero ad Jefum attinent* Oam, 
autem ipii dicant, nunquam tota vka fua neque ante par« 
turn Jefu, neque deinde a Jofepho Madai^ fuifle cog^ai- 
tam. Secunditm hoc ailertuin, Jofcphi gmealogia, Jefu ni- 
hil quicquam prodeft) impninU cum geneatoigia Marw 

prorfus ipfos lateat. Quae, quonlam ita fc habcnt, frufh a 

cccuparunt conditores harum genealagiarumt atque in pro* 

f unda pelagi fe dcmittoites^ nil oifi toflMi aemllcre masii* 
bus. P. 390. 

I 3 able 
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able ftories of the vifit of the wife mea of 
diceaft, the maflacre of the children, and 
the journejr into Egypt ? Or would Mat* 
theWt who has mentioned ihdt things, have 
omitted all the particulars of the f):>eeches 
of the angels, die ftory of the ihepherds^ 
and the prophecies of Simeon and Anna % 
to lay no^ng of the whole hiAor^ of th^ 
birth of John the Baptift* 

The narrative of Luke is fo far from co» 
inciding with that of Matthew^ that it is 
hardly poffible to find in it any room for the 
journey into Egypt* According to Luke, 
Jefus prefented ^t Jerufalem as foon aa 
the days of Mary's purification were ex* 
piredy and then returned dire&ly to Nassau 
reth, without going any more to B^th* 
lefaem ; where, indeed, it does not appear 
that Joiep)i |iad a^y liabitatioui or UusnA^ % 
fo that the wife men of Matthew, who are 
fuppofed to hare found the child at Beth- 
lehem, muft have arrived in the country 
. long after Mary had left that plaice. On 
ihe contrary, Matthew mud have fuppo&d 
fhaf Jefus was kept at Bethlehem near two 

years 
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years after his birth, and was carried from 

thence into £gypt» 

Indeed,, one cannot help inferring, from 
the account of Matthew, that Jofeph and 
Mary were properly of Bethlehem, that 
they did not' fettle in Nazareth till after 
their return from Egypt, and that they .then 
made choice of this place, as being out of 
the territory of Archelaus, the fon of .He-^ 
rod. Had Matthew fuppofed Jefus to have 
been at Nazareth, in Galilee, at the time of 
his pcrfecution by Herod, he would hardly 
have thought of fending him to Egypt as a ^ 
place of iafety, when, in order to .come 
thither, he muft have pafled through . the 
whole extent of Herod's dominions ^ but 
would rather have fent him to Tyre, or 
foffic part of Syria, bordering upon Galilee. 
' On the whole, I cannot help concluding 
that, had the compilers of thefe two very 
different accounts, been both of them well 
informed concerning the fubjed, it w^ul4 
have been much more, eafy to harmonize 
them than it is at prefent* They are now 
ib wholly different from each other^ - that 

I 4 their 
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Iiheir hiflorks might Jbavc been thofe of dif- 
ferent perfon8« 

If we examine each of the accounts fe* 
paratel^, paffing oref the ftriking incoher^ 
• ence between them^ a rational chriftian muft 
fee many things in them that he will find 
^me difficulty in reconciling to hiaiielf« 
They have both, as I cannot help thinking^ 
toorauch the air of faile^ and the appUcatioqi 
pf fcripture in the account aicribed to Mat- 
thew 18 very far from faeing fuch as can re- 
commend it. Jelus going into Egypt, and re-r 
turning from it, is made to be the fulfilment 
of a prophecy of H oka, which is no prophecy 
at all, but fimply the mention of God having 
tailed liis fon, the Ifraelttes, as a nation, out 
of that country. And Jefus is to fettle at 
.N^areth, becaisib the Meffiah was to be a 
Nazarene ^ whereas all that can be imagined 
to %\vt any countenance to this, in the Old 
Tefiament is, that he was to be defpiled and 
rcjedled of men ; and Nazareth was a defpi- 
fcable place. If the writer hafi any pther 
idea. It mufl have been more far-fetched, 

■ ■ 

and improbably than this. I iay nothing 
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here of the prophecy of Ifaiah, concernirig a 
w'gin hearing a fm^ as an account will be 
given of it hereafter. 

As to the ftory of Luke/ to £iy nothing 
of the long and improbable fpeeches it con«» 
tains, and which coold never have be^ 
tranfmit^d with exadtnefs^ and the viiion of 
angels to the fliepherds (which does not ap- 
pear to have been of any ufe) it implies fuch 
an early declaration of Jefus being thp Mef- 
fifth^ as is incompatible with the whole 
plan of the gofpel hiftory. Jefus carefully 
concealed his being the Meffiah from the 
Jews in general i and it was only at a late 
|)efiod in his hiftory that he revealed it to 
the apoftles ; and yet, in this, introdadion 
to the gofpel of Luke, it is fuppofed to 
bai^ been known w^th certainty to the pa« 
rents of John, to thofe of Jefus himfelf, to 
the fliepherds, and to the prophets Siftneon 
. and Anna, none of whom are laid to have 
made any fccret of it, and the laft is faid 
(chap« iL 28.) to have Jpoken of bim tQ all 
who looked for redemption in Ifrael. Had 

fhis lieen |fa« cafe, theqres of all the coun^ 

■ 



* 
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try muft have been fixed on Jefus as the 
promifed Mefiiab, and all attempts to con* 
ccal it, after his public appearance, would 
have come too late, 

w 

* Yet, notwithftanding all this prepara- 
tidn, it does not appear that Jeflis was at all 
known, or in the lead fufpecied to be the 
Meffiah, till after his appearance in the 
chara&er of a public teacher, and his work- 
ing of miracles; and even then his owa 
iretbten did not imoaediately believe on ' 
him. 

There are, indeed, feveral inconfiftencies 

in the account of Luke, from which it may 
be gathered, that what could not but be 
known to every body, was, aiter all, a fecret 
to Jofeph andMary themfclvcs. After the 
hiftory of the (hepherds, we are told, oap. ii. 
19* that Mary kept all theft things^ and pon^ 
ierni them in her heart % which implies, 
that £he was at a lofs what to think of them. 
After the declaration of Simeon, we read, 
ver. 33, that Jo/epb md bis mother marvels 
led at thofe things which were Jpoken of him i 
wd when Jefus was twelve years old, and . 

told 
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told them that he mufl be about his father's 
bufinefsy or at his father's hoafe (chap* ii. 
50.) ^^0^ underjiood not tbc Joying that be 
jpake unto them, and Mary kept all tbefe fay^ 
ings in ber heart • Moreover, after all this 
preparation to announce Jefus, and no other 
pei^on, as the Mei&ahy yet, when Joha 
made his appearance the people (Luke iii, 
15.) were in aept&atim} and all men mufei 
in their hearts of Jobn^ whether be uvere 
Chrifi or not. Thefe are marks of the ftorjr 
being inconfiilent and iU-^digefted. 



SEC. 
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S E C t I O N VI. 

C^ufidiraHons nlaiing t& the Rman Cenfiu^ 

" ' mentiotted by Luie. 

np H E account of the cenAis takea by 
or^or of Attgofttti u the fuppolcd 

time of the bii ib of Cbriil^ being tikca 
by Cyrentus, governor ckf Syria, «id the 
journey of Jofeph and Mary to Bcthichem 



exception^ and therefore 1 ihall treat of 

thciu ia d icparatc lection. 

Dr. Lardnery with great laboor and 

ingenuity (Credibility, vol. 2. p. 748.) 
has ihewn that by traofpofing the words, 

the phrafe Aiik n gmnfoifn tr$3m mtami^' 
2wf<a« K*fiiw, may be rendered^ This u^as 
the Jirfi ajfifment of Cyremusp goveraor §f 
Sjria } and had nyi^,^ been ufed^ inftead of 
t t m rnwo f ^ ^ this might eafily have been ad* 
mitied. But certainly the natural inter* 
pretatiun of the pbrafc, as the words now 

thnd. 
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ftand, implies that this afleffment was takea 

at the time that Cyreuius was adually go- 
vernor of Syria; which did not take place 
till five years after the death of Herod, 
But, independent of this difficulty, /which 
' has given commentators and critics a great 
de^l of trouble, there are other particulars 
in this account that are extremely impro* 
bable. 

As Judex was not at that time a province 

of the Roman empire, but had a king of 
Its own, though in alliance with Rome^ 
and in a ftate of dependence upon it, the 
Roman ccnfus could liot- regularly extend 
to that country. What the Romans had 
the power of commanding is not the quef- 
tion. Th^ had power, no doubt, to de« 
prive Herod of his kingdom, and to lend a 
governor of their own in his plaoe^ in con- 
fequence of which the country might have 

-1 become fubjeft to the Roman law, and tiae 
people liable to the cenfus* . Bat while 
Herod was king, Judea was 'governed 'fcjr 

, Jewiih laws^ and iubjedt to no taxes but 
fuch as were impofed and levied by Jews. 

Dr, 
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» 

, Dr. Lardner has, indeed, ihewn that 
Herod may be faid to have been a /rt. 
iutary prince^ and that the tniperor mgit 
polfibly have an ofEcer of his own refiding^ 
in thi country^ to take care of his revenues 
from it. But he has himfelf made it fuffi- 
ciently evident, that a cenfus was the moil 
odious method of impoiing a tax, and there- 
fore that the Romans never had recourfe to 
itf even in the proper provinces of the em- 
pire, except in very particular circumftances* 
. He thinks, indeed (p.6 1 8«) thathe has £>und 
one inftance of it, in the cafe of Cilicia A(V 
pera ; but this was a very inconiiderable 
country, and in a later period. I would 
alfo obfervc that, though Herod might be 
ia difgrace. with Auguftus, and the emperor 
might wiih to humble him^ it is not pro- 
bable that the. people (while the whole 
country was united under one government* 
and in a very flonriihing ftate) would have 
borne fuch an unprecedented infult, with- 
out fuch murmurings as w6 fliould have 
heard of, efpecially from Jofephus* This 
writer^ in his scooont o( the cenfus that 

was 

♦ 
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isras taken \ in Judea on its being made a 
proper Roman province, {hews that the 
minds of the rjews were at that time ex- 
ceedingly diijpoied to revolt at the meafure; 
and it was taken In no more than one part 
of the country over which Herod had beea 
king. It did not extend to the dominions 
of Herod, the tetrarch of Galilee, thofe of 
Philip, or thofe of Lyfanias. 

Dr. Lardner is of opinion (p. 6i8.) that 
Jofephus has mentioned this cenfus in the 
time of Herod the Great, in faying that the 
people of Judea took an oath to be faithful 
to Ca?far, and the interefts of the king/' But • 
jie has not proved that this expreflion is 
equivalent to the taking of a cenjm% and the 
moft natural interpretation of it is, that it 
was an oath of friendihip and alliance. Be- 
fides, the meafure of taking a Roman cenfus 
in a foreign country, of fuch magnitude as 
Judea then was, was certainly entitled to a 
more particular narrative, in fach a faiftory 
as that of jofephus. We might at leail 
have expe£tied fome account of this firft, 
and greater cenfus, in his hiAory^ of the 

fecondl 
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fecond and lelTcr • and efpecially feme rea- 
foos why the latter gave fo great an alarm^ 
and excited fuch dangerous tumults, whea 
the former had excited none at' alL . 

It is true that Juftin Martyr, and others 
of the Fathers, do mention this cenfus un~ 
der Herod the Great, as what the Romans 
would find an account of in their public 
regifters. But fome of them likewife ap- 
peal to an account of Clirift tranfmitted by 
Pilate to the emperor Tiberius. The pro* 
bability is, that thefe writers, tailing it for - 
granted that this account of the cenfus in 
the gofpel of Luke was a true one, did not 
fcruple to appeal to it, as what they did 
not doubt would be found to be fo. But 
we Ijave no account of the fa£t being ve- 
rified by an examination of records* 

Admitting this unprecedented Roman 
cenfus, in a country that was no province 
of the Roman empire, it is certainly highly 
improbable that Jofeph, who lived at Na- 
zareth, fituated three days journey from 
Bethlehem, fhould be obliged to go thither 
on the account of it« A cenfus was an 

account 
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account of a man s family and poiTcirions* 
given in upon oath,ivitlT a fcrutiny, if ne- 
cefiaryi and certainly it was mod convenient 
for every man to do this in the place where 
he refided, and where his account might 
be verified, or checked^ by that of his 
neighbours and acquaintance. 

Neither the Romans nor the Jews had 
any intereft in'fuch a mancsuvre as this 
hiftorian fuppofes to have taken place. For 
the trouble of every man going to the ' 
place where his remote ancclloi s had lived 
fiiuft have been infinite ; to fay nothing of 
the uncertainty of determining what place 
to go to, which muft have been very great. 
For, in this cafe of Jofeph, though Da« 
vid had lived at Bethlehem, bis fon So- ' 
lomon had not. That the people of Na« 
sareth ihould go to Bethlehem, and the 
inhabitants of Bethlehem perhaps to Na- 
zareth, to do nothing but what might have 
been done by both with much more eafc 
and advantage at their own homes, is there- 
fore not to be fuppofed. 

Voi,^ IV. ' K Dr. 
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Dr« Lardner imagines (p. 605.) that Jofeph 
might have had fpme eftate at Bethlehem ; 
but his poverty, his not refiding at th^ 
place, and efpecially his not being able to 
provide better accoadmodations for his wife, 
at. the time of her delivery, than the Aable 
of an inn there, make this highly impro-p 
bable. Behdes this, is it^ to be iuppoied 
that a man who had eftate^ in different parts 
of a country, Ihould be obliged to attend 
at them all, in order to give in an account 
of them, which this conjedure implies ? 
Can this be fhewn. to have been done by 
the Romans themfelves ? 

But, admitting that Joleph, as the pro- 
prietor of an eftate at. Bethlehem, fhould 
have been obliged to take a journey of three 
days to attend the cenfus there, what obli- 
gation could there have been upon Mary, 
a woman big with child, and fo near the 
time of her delivery, to take fuch a jour- 
ney? Women, in all circumlbmces, were 
excufed from attending the three great reli- 
gious feilivals at Jerufalem, though many 
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of them went thither from choice. But 
no tyranny can be fuppofed to have been fo 
extreme as to compel poor women^ in fuch 
critical circumftances, to expofe themfclves 
to fuch hazard, merely to gratify the ca- 
price of a governor. Beiides, as this was 
the jirfi cenfus that vas taken in the coun- 
try, and was fure to be of itielf highly un- 
popular, mcafures would, no doubt, be ta- 
ken to make it as little burthenfome as 
polUble. Dr Lardner fays (p. 608.) that both 
Jofeph and Mary might go to Bethlehem 
for reafons that are unknown to us. But it 
mufthave been a very urgent reafon indeed, 
that could carry a woman fo near her time 
of delivery to a place at the diftance of three 
days journey, when the bufinefs to be done 
there could not require the relidence of a 
fingle day. 

It will be faid that this was fo ordered 
by divine providence, that Jefus might be 
a native of Bethlehem. But God, who 
orders all things, generally makes ufe of 
' natural means, and therefore, we are not to 
fuppofc that Mary was brought to Bethle- 

K z hem 
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hem by means of a cenfus, fo improbably 
impokd, and carried into exccutionv as this 
muft have been, when the fame end might 
have been accompllflied in- a much mgrc 

natural way. 

It may be that Mary's being de- 
livered in fo crouded a place as iiethle-. 
hem muft have been on that occaiion, 
would be the means of making the birth 
of Jcfus more noticed, cfpecially by the 
help of the vifion of angels to the fliephcrds 
in that neighbourhood, and the vifit of the 
wife men from the Eaft. But befides the 
many improbabilities attending each of 
thefe ftories (or indeed that of oae place 
• being more crouded than another, in con- 
fequence of all the people in the country 
' going to be emoUed in their, own cities) a 
much greater end* which we certainly know 
to have been a meaiare of divine providence, 
and a great obje<a of the policy, as we may 
fay, of Jefus when. he came into public life, 
was fure to be defeated by it i and this was 
his Mefliahihip not being known till his , 
miraculous works (hould declare it. 

I . A child 
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A child whofc miraculous birth was fo 
circumftanced as that of Jefus is faid to have 
be^a, would never have been kept out of 
public view afterwards. The nation would 
have undertaken the guardianihip of their 
young Meffiah ; and from that time the reign 
pf Herody who was uoi verfally hated, would^ 
in all probability, have been at an end. A 
regency might have been appointed, but 
he would not have been included in it. 

It may be faid, that' the power or policy 
of Herodttnight have prevented this. But- 
power is always founded upon' opinion % 
and if it be confidered what expedations 
the Jews had from their Mejiah, and with 
what eagernefs they never failed to crowd to 
the ftandard of eveiy man who pretended to 
that charader, we cannot doubt but that 
the people (Herod's own guards, if they 
- were Jews, included) would, to a man, have 
woriliipped fo great a riiing fun* Indeed, 
no government could have been fo well 
eftabliihed in that country, as not to have 
been in gr^iat danger of being overturned in 
' fuch circiimftances. 

Ai 
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> As there is no evidence of Jefus having 
been bora at Bethlehefm, befides what is 
derived from the introdu^ions to the gof« 
pels of Matthew and Luke, thofe who do 
not admit their authority muft conclude 
that he wras born at Nazareth*. Indeed his 
being fo geacraUy called Jefus of Nazareth, 
is a proof that, in the opinion of thofe v^ho 
gave him that appellation, he was a native 
of that place. Had his difciples, in parti- 
cular, really believed that he was born at 
Bethlehem, the native place of David, its 
being fo much more reputable a place thaa^ 
Nazareth, and its bearing fuch a relation to 
David 9 whofe defcendant the Meffiah was 
fuppofed to be, would, no doubt, have de- 
termined them to denominate him from 
thence. It would have been taking a na- 
tural and fair method of removing one great 
odium under which their mafter lay. 

I would farther obferve that, it may per- 
haps be inferred from John ii. Tz* that 
Jefus's mother and the whole family re- 
moved from Nazareth to Capernaum, after 
his firfl miracle of changing watfr into 

wine. 
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wine. If, therefore Nazareth was not the 
. place of his nativity, there was no reafoa 
why the difciples of Jefus ihould not have 
denominated him from Capernaum, rather 
than from Nazareth. According to the com- 
mon hypothefis, he had only refided at ci- 
^ ther of the two places r wd though he had 
not lived fo long at Capernaum, yet it was 
•the ktji refidence that he had^ and that^ 
from which he came forth into public life ; 
and it was by much the more reputable 
place of the two. I, therefore^ fee no reafoa 
for Chrift being ftiled Jefus of Nazareth, » 
by himfelf and his difciples, but that it 
was confidered as the place of his nativity. , 

It appears from Athanafius to have been 
the opinionof Paulus Samofatenlisyand there- 
fore probably^ that of the generality of the 
, unitarians of the early ages, that Chrift was 
born at Nazareth ^ which, as I have obferv- 
ed, is inconhftent with their paying any 
regard to the introduftions of either Mat- 
thew or Luke's gofpel, or indeed with 
their belief of the miraculous conception, 

K4 for 
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for which no authority can pleaded be« 
iides that of tho& introductions, though it 
is aflerted, that they believed that doctrine. 
Say then," iays Athanaiius, bow do 
you fay that God was born at Nazareth, 
<^ teaching that bis deity began with his 
" birth, according to Paulus Samorateafis 
And again, Say theny how do yoa (bp«> 
** pole that God was born at Nazareth % 
fince all the heretics are uied to fay this, 
as Paul of Samofata, who confeiies that 
God was born of a virgin, that he firft 
appeared at Nazareth, and that his being 
commenced there +/* 
MattheWj indeed, fuppofes that» accord- 
ing to a prophecy of Micab (chap. v. 2.) 
the Me^iah was to be born at Bethlehem. 
But this is po neceiiary inference from the 

7n7i>( a^x^v yevtam^ a%aylk)0^ti Mala Uat^ TOy Xofd/oaaka, 

J>e Advei^tu Cbriiii, Opera^ vol* i. p. 637. . 

Hip 
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the pafTage, The meaning of it feems to 
be, that Bethlehem, though a town of no 
great confideration on other accounts^ was 
Jionoured by giving birth to David, whofe 
pofterity would make fo great a figure in 
the Jewiih hidory, efpecially by giving to 
the nation their future great deliverer. 



SEC 
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SECTION VII. 

Suppofed Allttfions to the Miraculous Con-' 
ception in the Scriptures* 

^ T T T H E N once it is taken for granted 
Q VV that any religious tenet is true, it 
is remarkable how readily the proof of it 
is found in the fcriptures. Examples of 
this muft have occurred to every perfbn of 
refleitionj and as they are not without 
their ufe, in teaching us caution^ I ihall 
ihew in what manner the Fathers proved 
the dodlrinc of the miraculous conception 
from the .old Teftament ; where it is, how- 
cver, certain that no Jew ever learned to 
expe£): fuch a thing. When arguments fail, 
imagination has often been able to dif- 
— " cover a type^ and this has often given as 
muc:h fatisfadlion as any reafon whatever, 
I fhall take the paffages in which this doc- 
trine h^s be^en alluded to, nearly in t^eir 
pr4^r, 

Irenaeus 
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Ircoaeus Uys» that Mofes*s rod, beiag 
incarnate in a ferpent, was a type of 
ChriU bciag produced by the aid of the 
Spirit only, aiiJ ihat he was not the fua 
of Jofcph*/' 

The paflagc in the prophecy of Jacob, 
concerning Judah, Gep. Ixix. 9. which we 
render from the prey^ mf fin^ tbou art gone 
is ini the Seventy, m Bhmn frm the bud. 
This Epiphaoius applies to Chriit, and iaya 
thai it id a reference to the miraculous 

conception, becai|fe it is not m m^yuSO-f /rof^ 

the feed -f*. 

Chrift," fays Jcrom, ^ is called both a 
worm aud a man a worm, as the pro« ' 
*^ phet fays. Fear not tfaou worm Jacob i 

• Propter hoc auitcm et Moyfcs ofleadent typum, pro- 
jecit virgam in ternun, ut ea iocamita omnem fgyptio* 

rum prxvaricatiuai-ni, 4]ux' iiilurgcb^t advcrfus dei difpo- 
fiiionenit argueret tt abCorberct : ct ut ipii iisgyptiiteilifi- 
auaitiir« quoniim dtgicns eft dd, qui fiUutem operaitir 
populo, et Don loTeph filius. Lib. 3. c. 29. p. as8. 

* H ^ TV xf^nr ytmmi ucCin fuf fx yvyai«o$ 'VOf^mt 

Open, voL I* p. 1 56. 

" and 
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and a man, becaufe he is born of Mary. 
•* His nativity refemblcs a worm that is 

bred in wood, which has no father, but 
" only a mother*." Jeioin is not the only 
writer in whom I have found this obferTa- 
tion. Eufebius gives ihree reafons why ' 
the Mefliah is called a 'mrm^ and not a many 
^n his Commentary on Pf. xxi. 6. the fe- 
con(| of which is, that he was not produced 
like meii, from the conjundion of male 
and female +. A ray of good fenfe, how- 
ever, appears in Theodoret, on this ftjibjeft, 
as well as on many others. He fays, that 
f* by a worm and no man, nothing was 

f Chriftus et vermis dicitur. et homo. Vermis, ut ait 
propheta : Noli timcrc vermis Jacob. homo, quia ex 
Maria natos affiiniWtur fua nativitas vermi, quia vermis 

qui in ligna iuicitur, non habet patrenti nifi matrem. Et 
Chriftus 63^ Maria eli natus abftjuc coitu viri, la Pf. xxip 
Opera, vol. 7. p. 24. 

iQi, £| affewj xai %Mia; amra(MSvoii ' umta rnt awfcf Tfiwiwf 
ffiAftitMilo . «Xfv h rt mKSLu Tsocfa tjjv KOim fmv» MontfilU* 

con's Colie6tiQ> volt u p« Si. 

"meant 
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« 

meant but the meannefa of Dafid«'' In 
Pf. xxi; Opera, vol. !• p. 477. 

Thou bidcft me in my mothers womb. 
cxxxtx. 13. i8» by Eufebius^ applied to 
Chhilf ** whofc miraculous conception was 
** hid fi om the world 

The iridegroom proceeding from bit • 
" chamber^' fays Jerom, *^ means from the 
" virgin's womb 

David fajLS» PA cxxxix. 1 6. la tby book all 
my members wtre uritien. This book, fays 
Epipfaanius^ as the virgin's womb$. 

In the fong of Solomon, mention is made 
of a garden that was do/ed, chap. iv. 1 2. 
This many of the Fathers fay muA meaa 
the virgin's womb, particularly Ambrofe j|. 

But the capital argument in proof of 
the miraculous conception from the Old 

vna ayuxf ma^m ^iA^n4^. Dcmonttratio, lib. 20. p. 499. 

•\- Et quoiTiodo tiinquam fpunfus pioccucns dc Lrialamo 

fuoy id eft, virgioaK utero. In Marc. cap. 1 • Opera, voi.6. 
p. 69. 

J Haer. 30* Opera, vol. i. p. 156. 
I iiortus claufus eft virgo. De lAttilut* Virgims, cap. 
9. Opera, vol. 4. p. 424. 

Tcftament, 
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Teftament, is drawn from If. vii. 14, in* 
which it is faid, a virgin fl^all conceive and 
hear a fouy &c. but if the prophecy be 
more narrowly infpe<^ed, it will be found to* 
teach no luch dodirine. The country of 
Judah having been threatened with an inva- 
fion from the kings of Ifrael and Syria, 
Ifaiah afTures Ahaz, that in a fliort time he 
Ihould be delivered from all appreheniion of 
danger from that qnarter, even before a 
child then conceived, or foon to be con« 
ceived, ihould be of age, to dilliaguifli 
good from evil. Behold a virgin conceivetb 
md beareth a Jon, and Jhe JJjall call bis name 
Immanuel. Butter and honey Jhall he eat^ when 
he fjall know to refufe the evil, and cbufe the ^ 
good* For before this^ child fiall know to 
refufe the evil, and to cbufe the good, the land 
Jloall become defolate by whofe two kings thou 
art difireffed. > Bp. Lowth's Tranilation. 

It is evident, from the circumftances of 
the hiftory, that the prophecy related to an 
event near at hand, and that it had its com-* 

♦ 

plete accomplifhment when the country 
was delivered from the two kings who then 

threatened 
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threatened it with an invalion ; and it is not 
pretended that any woman at that time had 
a child without a man. It is the quotation ^ 
of this prophecy^ and the application of it 
to the miraculous conception of Chrift, in 
the introdudion to the gofpel of Matthew, 
ch. i. 22. that has made chriftian divines 
imagine that they Vere under a neceflity of 
defending the common interpretation. But 
the difficulty of defending it makes a very' 
ftrong objedion to the authenticity of that 
introdudion. * ' 

All the orthodox Fathers maintained, 
that the word in the Hebrew no^i^ fignifiea 
a proper virgin, and among the reft Origen 
contends for this. In Celfum. lib. i. p. 27.' 
But the Jews, and Symmachus the Ebio- 
nite, who. were certainly better judges thaa^ 
either the Greek or Latin Fathers, fay, that 
it often figniiies zycung woman only. Irenaeufi 
fays, that Theodotion of Ephefus, and 
« Aquila of Pontus, both Jewjfli profelites^ 
tranflate it a young woman jball icar a 
child I and that the Ebionites followed 

** th^fflt 
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^ thenit beiieving JeAu to be the fon of 

*• Jofcph 

Eofebius has fomething corioas in his 
explaoauoa ot tiiis prophecy. He thought 
lliut the child by the prophctcl^ was the 
lime with the child ImmaDuel % but think«» 
iog the iloly Spirit to be the ipeaker ia 
the deltvciy of the prophecy, he explains 
his goiog. io to the prophctes, by the en* 
trance of the Holy Spirit into ilic vir* 

ChryroRom iays^ that when liatali ipcaki 
of Ch^ft as a root out of a dry groandt 



Lib. 3. cap. 14.. p. 253. 



fl9M^ fMM WIm fffi 9%k Ml ftn^p^^ Hf^^ tfl^ 

fik loU. t.j.Montfiuicoa'icoUcaio, vol. 2. p j^i- 

dry 
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the dry ground means tfie virgin's womb *. 
But this is not the only pa^Tage in Ifaiah 
that has beca thought to refer to the mira- 
culous conception. Epiphanius imagined^ 
that when an order was given to the pro* 
pfiiet, ch. viii. i . to take a great roll^ as we 
render it, and which he fappofed to be a 
ibeet of blank paper ^ on which nothing Was 
written, it was a type of the virgin's womb t* 
In If. xxix. 11. mention is made of a 
Jealed book^ given to a man who was ac- 
quainted with letters, who idiys, I cannot read 
it^for it is Jealed. This fealed book»'' . 
fays Gregentius, is the virgin Mary, and 
the man who was acquainted with letters ' 
is Joieph, who had been married, and had 
children by a former wife ^ 

* YJ» ikp(^ wOi» uiiBfur e»s vaMf mt t$ 
^'fi)^ . 7XV 3f <nrv (i.i^^a» Aeyti rift va^Simatv, 

^li/xffhaa aTT^jjiu av^fX'Tnt, /u>i^£ cruva^iot^ aTtoyxva-ou^ ahha, X^S^S 

yoftm aulaf Tmi¥, IaMatt.xxvu 39- vol. 5. p. 132* 

f Haer. 30. Opera, vol. i. p. 156- ^ 

yofii^itf, tv mtufulo^ ayut yrysivifleu • ^s^oXivte ya^ ca^ ^ 

'srpo^nhif, xat vTrohiKvudiv 0% tut £^Sap 'tBOfA jh loio-np n ngof^svou 

Vol, IV. L 
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Ifaiah, in a remarkable prophecy con- 
cerning Chrifl:, ch* Hii. 8* fays, JVbo Jhall 
declare his generation. The true meaning 
of this paffage it is not eafy to nnderftaod, 
aad the beft critics are by no nacans agreed 
about it. But Juftin Martyr thought that 
it iignified that Chrift ihould not be of 

the feed of man 

There is one more paiTage in Ifaiah, 
which Epiphanius imagined to refer to the 
miraculous birth of Chrift, and that is 
chap. Ixvi. 7. Before jhe travelled Jbe iff ought 
jhrth y before her paws came, Jhe was delivered 
of a man child For all the ancients be- 
lieved that Mary was delivered without 
pain, the delivery itfelf having been proper- 
ly miraculous. They always compared it 
to Chrift's coming iato a room, after his re- 
fiirrcftion, when the door was ibatj;. 

amp ; htcmp 0 roAiv . ti Ht x) y^xm^aU uioh ; risl ert ya^m e» 
oMai yumtm vpoao^MN^reBrk tpn yinfopu 1^ rmm txuAjb. Dialogus* 

p. 45- 

MyoiS®^ w ymanr avht ti$ ftnytf^flw, tm n^uM vem tfaXsk ok 
m m y&mt aiA^ttwH avtofjut ; Dial. p. 284. 

+ H«r. 30. Opera, vol. 1. p. 144. 

t See Joannw Geofnetrae Hyjimttm in Virgioeai Deipt« 
ram Bib* Pat. vol. 8. p. ^27* 

This 
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This whimfical notion of Chrift coming 
out of the virgit) without any change in 
hef* was derived from the Gaoilics, and, 
like feveral other opftnions of theirs^ w&8 
aft6^^^ards adopted by the catholics^ £eau<» 
ibbr« ftys, it Was borrowed from the Prote- 
vaogelion^ quoted by Clemens Alexandria- 
uus *. Auftin, ia aalwer to a Manichean, 
who thought it degrading to Chrift to pafs 
through a woman at all^ compares this paf- 
fage to a ray of light through glafs f-. 
He calls Mary a virgin before the birth^ 
in the birth, and after the birth j:/' 
Thcodoret fays, ^ mafisnm ium it tn ^lo^h 

iJnytmffutiaffniiH. Opera, vol. 5. p. 20. " A 

virgin,*' fays Petrus Chryfologus, con- 
^* ceives, a virgin brings forth, and re- 

" mains a virgin § and Proclus lays, the 

e Hlftoire dcManicfaeifine, vol. x. p. 362. 
t ibid. vol. 2. p. 525. 

X Nifi quia Maria virgo ante partum, virgo in partu, 
Virgo poft partum. Serm. 14. Opera, vol. xo. p. 598. 

§ Virgo cone if) It, virgo parturit, virgo permaoct. Pe- 
tri Chryfologi, Ser. 1 17. p« 352* 

L 2 babo 
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** babe left the womb, leaving the gates un- 
** hurt LalUy, John the Geometrician, 
in his poem on the Virgin Mary, fays, that 
Ihe was delivered without pain -i> 

* It was fo much taken for granted, that 
Mary remained a proper virgin after the 
birth of Jefas, that it was uicd as aa argu- 
ment againft Photinus, by Theodotus, biC- 
hop of JVncyra, at the council of Ephcfus. 
A mere man, he faid^ was never born in 

that way J. 

Of this Atnbrofe interpretcs what Ezc- 
kel fays,, ch, xUv. 2. of a gate in the 
temple, which he faw in vifion, concern- 
ing which it is faid. It Jhatl be Jhut^ hecaufe 

aitOdm* Hom. ia Nativitatem Dominit p< 150. 

•f liaf^tvn -arArfv hcc/jloIm fMiiif uviu oouvni* Bib. Fat. vol. 8. 
£d. Paris, p. 437. 

^ 

* ^nfnfutw dnt* Asy^M (M wv, pwii av^^fmn dia/oj}^ «a^df 

ystp ftrTjff, tsap'Jsy^- ^j/as>>i«£;. Biunii Concilia, 

vol. i» pt' a* p> 390» 
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the Lord God of Ifreel has entered in by it *. 
He alfo proves it from the prophecy con- 
cerning Immanuel, in Ifaiah, ch. vii. faying 
that, according to that prophecy^ Mary was* 
to brin^ forth^ as well ^ to conceive^ while 
flie wa$ a virgin ^f-. 

IrenasuG fays^ that it was with a view 
to the virgin's conception, that Daniel v 
^' fpake of ChriA as a Aone cut out of 
the mountain without hands, or the 
hands of man i not Jofeph, but Mary 
only, being concerjied in it J/* The 

* Et infra dicit prophets vidiile fe in monte alto niout 
sedtlicattonem dvitatis, cujue portae plurimae figntiicantiir« 
^na tamcn claufa defcribitur, de qua fic ait. Porta igitur 
Maria, per quam Chriflus intravit in hunc mundum, 
quando virginali fufus eft partu, et genitalia virginitatif 
clauftra nonfoU'it. De Inftitutione Virginis, c. Opera, 
vol. 4. p. 423. 

t £cce virgo in utero accipiet, et parieC filium. Noa 
enim concepturam tantutmnodo virginem, Ted et par'itiK- 
ram, virgmem dixit. Epift. Mb. i. 7. OperA, vol. 4. 
p. 186. 

X Propter hoc autem et Daniel praevidens ^us adven« 
turn, kpidem fine manibus abfcifiuni advenifle in hunc 

munduiTi. Non opcraiue in eum Jofeph, fed Tola Maiia, 
CQ-operante difpoficioni. Lib, 3. cap. 28* p. 258. 

L 3 fame 
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cafe, and the number and choice of wit- 
iieiics in the otheft that the hiftory may 
defy all ridicule, and the importance of the 
o^iS made all the precautions proper^ 

On the other hand, the pretended cir- 
cumftaoces of the birth of Chrift, though 
BO lefs extraordinary, and naturally as in- 
credible as thofe of his refurredion, are to- 
Ull^ deftitute of all iimilar evidence ; not 
one perfon who is faid to have been a wit- 
nefs of the fad, having borne his teftimony 
to it. A miraculous birth is, indeed, a faft 
of fuch a kind, as mufl be peculiarly diffi- 
Hcult to prove ; and on this account it was a 
kind of miracle that was not likely to b^ 
chofen by infinite wifdom; 

We hear of no objeaion being made to 
the miraculous conception in the book of* 
A&69 vrhich, as I have obferved, is almoft a 
proof that the pretenfion to it had not been 
- jliade in the age of the apoflks ^ for wc 
find that^ as foon as it v^as believed by any 
chriAians^ it was objeded to by unbelievers, 
^nd that chriftianity fuffered not a little on 
this account^ both from Jews and heathens. 

Trypl^o, 
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Trypho« in Juilin Martyr's dialogue, waa 
much offended at this doctrine, and thought 
it would be extremely unacceptable to bis 
countrymen* Had the dialogue been writ- 
ten by a Jew» gnd not by a chriftiaOf this - 
cenfure would probably have been expreiTed 
in ftill ftronger terms. 

According to Origen, Celfus ijitroduced 
a Jew difcourfing with Jefus, and rc- 
proachin); him on many accounts^ but^ 
** efpecially as pretending to be born of a 
virgin He makes the Jew fay that 
the mother of Jefus was difmiifed by her 
hufband, the carpenter, on account of , 
adultery, and being with child by a ioK , 
dler, called Panthera-f an idle ftory, 
which ia told at full length in a Jewifli 
tradt, entitled To/Jos Je/cAu. 

Accounts of the obje&ions of the Jews 
to the miraculous conception are without 
end* " Tell the Jew," fays Ifidore Petu- 
iiota, ^* who difputes about the divine in« 

jttn ouHh tw at 'sa^ciw ymfw. Con. Ccifiun. lib* x. p«22« 
f ibid. lib. I. p. 25. 

^ carnations 

I 

/ 

V - * 
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'' carnation, and fays it is impoffiblc in 
" humaa nature to bring forth without 

marriage, &c " The Greeks and 

j€ws," faya Cyril of Jerufalem» infift 
•« upon it, that it is impoflible that Chrift 
'< (hould be born of a virgin •* Many," 
fays he^ contradidt, and fay, what fo great 

caufe was there that God fhould defcend 
'' and become man ; and if it be poi&ble for 
'• the nature of God to become man, how 

could a virgin have a .child without a 

man J.*' On account of the infidel Jews," 
jays Proclus, I will interrogate the vir- 

gin. Tell me, O virgin, what aiade thee 

a niothQr befurc aiarfia^c § ?" 

XiyoAi ^ c^/iratlw art ^vnt w&^smm' ^Xfi^ wmamf 
rfrs^fj^loi rtitnv, Epift. lib. i. Opera, p. 43. 

Ktlov m Toy xf<^^ ^ ma^m ymr^nm* Cat. la. p* 162. 

X Am «iiiM9Mn <iw^(, urn Mywi, n to^^ hv «iWi m 
3iw its avS^otv^tSa w^moi * m tt oXMf Sea fwnf crv ea&^wmf 

m/mvaT^L?ii» ' Mm tt ^HfeSw cn ma^hvav T£xav ayci^ av^^i. Ibid, 
p. 150. 

• ^ 0t>6) & ^ fsr laijiniv, pm top «a^v« f f olWrct . eim 
fm «MifSii>, Ti #f itSsfa rw yofjm mmm, Hom* in Har 
tivitatemDomin^ p. 152. 

1 This 
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ThU WIS m circumftaiice relating to 

(;tia(li4inity that did. not eicape th^ vigU 
haceof Juiian. Speaking of the propheqr 
of Jacob copccruiiig ShUob» ho iky^ ThU 
has nothing to do with J(;fus, for he is 
Mt of Jiid%h 1 foTt apoording to you» he 
** wa$ not dffccndcd from Jofcph^ but was 
of the Holy Spirit 1 and it is the geoea* 
f( logy of Joieph that you carry up to Ju* 
dah. And even this you do not make out 
well ; for Matthew and Luke cootradi^ 
one another*/' 

Let US now fee what the chriftiaii Fathers 

have faid in order to kUcn the di&culty 
attending the dodrinc of the miraculous 
GooceptioQ. Origin lays» the Creeks 
who Will not believe that Jeiu^ was boru 
of a virgin, muft be told that the maker 
of all things* in the formation of fevcral 

IMur) w Unp ^ utn ^ 9tM i k$ m 'nt him mt^9^% tm wtf^ 

lib, 8, Juliaiu Opera, vd. s. p« a53* 

^< animals. 
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*' animals, has (hewn thatlvhat he ha$ done 
with refpedt to fome, be might have done 
in others, and even in man. For among 
the animals fome females have no com^ 
merce with males^ which naturalifts fay 
«* is the cafe with vultures, which are pro* 
pagated without it. How then is it ex- 
traordinary, if God, intending to fend a 
divine meiienger to mankind* inilead of 
the ufual mode of generation, by the 
. commerce of man with woman, ilxould 
employ another method He pro- 

ceeds to mention Grecian fables^ in which 
- fomething of a fimilar nature was fuppofed 
to have taken place. 

' Ruffinus, to make it appear lefs incre- 
dible, fays, the Phoenix is reproduced 

^n^tii^iyli ^wdiov 'ssamaoiy otii^ t<p Evog ^uh^ juu its a>^Vt km 

'ivrrxv ■ K.T: ralo to ^ojov x^'i''^ fju^tuj; (ji^a rrv SiaSbxw twv ym;v, 
T< iiv 'aa^ah^oVy ft ^«A>]$£i$ o ^ft^v rivn (t't^Mrjux?^ 'atiJi4'^i tea 

<nw af^tvm rats ywm(t [«o;yiw] Tfosm yme^ rov Aoypy 

without 

» # 
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without a male, and without the con- 
jundion of the fcxcs •* ff feme ani- 
mals»" fay$ Lai^aotius, as is well. 
" known to all, conceive by the wind, why 
*^ fh^^uld any perfon think it wonderful 
that the virgin ihould be with child by 
the breath of God, to whom it is eafy to 
«« do whatever he pleafes f V That the 
miraculous conception fliould not appear 
*« altogether incredible/' fays Bafil (almoft 
copying Origen) even to thole who do 
•* not readily apprehend what relates to ihc 
divine ceconomy, God has made fome 
animals produce their young by the help / 

* Ec tamen quid mirum videtur^ fi virgo concepcritt cum 
•riencjs avcm queni Phsnicem vocantf in tantum fine con-* 
juge nafd vel renafci conftet, ut fcmper una ftt, ct Temper 
fibi ipfi nafccnJu vcl rcnafccndo fuccedat ? Apes eerie nd- 
cire conjugia, nec fcetus nixibus edere^ omnibus palum 
eft, fed et alia nonnulla deprebehdontxir fub hujufcemodt 
forte nafcendi. In Symb. Opera, p. ijd. 

i Quod fi animalia quaedam vento, aut aura concipere 

folcre, omnibus notum efl cur quifquam mirum putet, 
cum fpiricu dei, cui facile cii quicquid veiic ; gravatam ciTe 
virgin^m dicimus i Inftic, lib. 4. fc^. 12* Opera, p 383. 

••of 
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^< of xkit female only, without the ufe of the 

male, which naturaliils fay is the cale 
with the voltare 

. What is the reafon," fays Chryli>ftomi, 

•* why, when you fee a virgin hring fdrth 
our common Lordi you do i)ot believis '\%4 

•* Excrcife your undcrilanding with relpeCk 
to women who were barren; that when 

V you fee the womb that was faft. cloiedi 
opened by the grace of God, you may 
not wonder when you hear that a virgin 
ha^i brought forth. Wonder, indeed^ 
and be aftoniihed, but do not diibelievo 

•* the miracle. When a Jew then fays to 
you, M(m can a virgin bring fortb^ aik 
him how can a woman that is barren and 
dd hate child. Here are two ithpedi^ 
meiits, age and infirmity, but with refpeil 

** to the virgin there is only one impedi-^ 
menty viz. that ihe is not married^ Let. 

* T^cf Ts TUF TOf a3b|ay rwSm ysmmv im vwk emrw iX!^ 

Twv ^uw o^yffUH^yoi ouvaixsva azo fACva in 5»iA£0^, x'^f'S '^'^^ '^^^ 

ihfi |aw» ^ifdintiM^afiiim. lii If. 7. Opera, vol. 2. p. i86« 

the 
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" the barren then prepare the way fur the 

"virgin*." 

Auftin fays, *• If the miraculous con- 
ception be thought incredible becaitfe it 
happened bat once, other things like* 
wife have happened but once," and thus 

he thooght the obje&ion anfwered-f*. 

But the belt anfwer of all, is that which 

is given* by Cyril of Jerufalem. The 
Jews contradid, and will not be |^cr-- 

« 

0 m fjtrtlfa TUV fsi^av^ a olav ve^^o^iJi^vrsv mm h^tfMvm fM^^avy 

mmm ma^m^ 4im 4 peOOm h dovfto^w not cxnr^Tifdtt Mm 
pen eaturwvs ttt hoatyuSk . oXonrsv xt/t} 'arpo^ an o tif^o;, wi^^msit n 

ya^ Kmht/fxcSa To7s nty tOi Tt im^w T)f$ riUiuai^ urn to ax/gnroy 
^u^gei^ ' wmhjus ma^tm w misiu^ tpr, to fin (Ailaoxeiif Otfim 
yofur • v^ibsroici Toovr Tif vo^dsiw n fttfo* In Gen. Hom» 
49. Operat vol. 2* p. 684: 

■f Quod fi propterea non creditur quia fetnel fa£lum elf^ 
qu£re ab amico quern hoc adhuc movet, utrum nihil invi-* 
niatar in Uteris fecuiaribus quod et femel fadum eft et 
ttmcn crecKtum, mn fiibttlofa vanitate, fed fictit exiftimarrs 
Hfftorka fide. Quaere oUecro te. 8i enhn t»fe ah'quid 
in illis literis inventri negavefit, ad m on end us eft, fi auterrt 

§s£m faerky Muu qoaiftie eft. 7. Up€ra« vol. ^« 

"fgadcd 
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•* fuaded by what wc fay concerning tie 
roS' [If. Wi. 3.} unlefs examples be 
brought to tbcm ui births equally llrange» 
and contrary to naiore. I> tberefere» 
qucAion them ia this maoner^ Of whom 
was Eve generated from the beginning ? 
What mother conceived kcr* who had 00 
mother ^ for the fcripture fliys, th*i: (he 

^' was produced from the fide of Adam ? 

« Was Eve, therefore, produced from the 
(ide of a male withont a mother, and 
cannot a child be generated from a vir«» 

«• giir3 womb wuhuut a man*?" la 

the fame purpofe Petrus Chryfologtit lays. 
How can it be wonderful that be ihould 
inhabit a virgin*s womb, who himfelf 
marie wooum from the iide of a man. 
He luuk *i uiiiii irom the wuiub ui i 

^< woman who formed a Tirgin from the 

yeti^ tea ^ .a»c T af fl Aiii( ^ wifd fmr ^arS ii y t«M$» 
7f79f TV Afa^ ; ofa « i ^ Emi m af^n-^-, x«f< 

HMfa I Gat. la, Opcr»> p* 163* 

«• botiy 



Digitized by 



Chap. XX. Miraculous Coni^piion. i6i 

« 

body of a man fo that what appears 
•'new to you is old with God*/' It is 
alfo very prudently and pertinently obferyed 
by Maximus Taurinenfis, " Whofocver is 
^< difpoied to examine the works of God^ 
rather than believe them, is influenced by 
the flefli, and not by the fpirit. Where* 
fore, my brethren, let us not difcufs in 
«* what manner God is born of God, but 
let us believe it* Nor let us retraft the 
miraculous conception, but admirej that, 
acknowledging the only begotten Son of 
God to be both God and man» we naay 
hold the true heavenly faith unblame* 
ablet*'* To the lame purpofe liidore 

* Quid mirum modo, (i virginis habitavit utero, qui 
muUercm hominis fumpiic ex latere ? Ipfe hominem mu- 
licffis refumfii ex utero« qui virginein viri formavit cx cor* 
p«re ; ac perinde« homo, quse tibi videntiir novat deo 

babtntur antiqua. Ser. 145. p. 372. 

f Omnis ergo qui opera del mag is vult examinare quan , 
credere^ non fe^uitur animae fenfuiiit fed carms erroran* 
£t ideo, fratres f non difcatiamus, qualicer dens de deo 

natus elU icd cr^damus: ncc rctraclcmus panum virginis, 
fed miremur y ut unigenitum dei deum et hommem confi« 
leDCieS|iiioffeii£mteaeamuscoeicfHsfidei veri^ Op» 
la, p. 195. . " * 

VoulV. . M alfo 
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alfo fays, Behold therefore a man from 
the earth, aiid a woman from a mailt and 
both without the conjunftion of fexcs*.** 
The conception of Chrift by a virgin* 
iSf no doubtt within the power of God* 
who made man originally ; but as miracle 
are never wrought without a reafon, and 
where a great and good end is to be an- 
fwered by them» we ought not lightly to 
give credit to accounts of miracles for 
which we cannot imagine any good rea« 
fon^ and the very report of which is cal* 
culated to expofe chriftianity to ridicule, 
without any neceifity, or conceivable ad« 
vantage. Whether the hiftory of the mi- 
raculous conception of Chrift be fo circum* 
flanced^ as that the evidence in favour of it 
is able to overbear the force of this objec<- 
tion, and the many others that have been 
ftated in this chapter^ let the reader now 
judge* 

All thefe, it is to be obferved, are the 
objedions of Jews or heathens^ and the 

anfwers 
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anfwers apply only to the light in which , 
it was confidcred by tbem. What any 
cbrillianSj who equally difl)elieved the mU 
raculous conception^ iaid to it, we are no 
where told^ though we had that they pub* 
liihed their objedions. That the learned 
Symmachus in particular wrote againil thi» 
doflirine, we are informed, but we find not 
a finglc quotation from the book^ or that 
it was ever anfwered ; and yet it is not faid 
that it was undeferving of an anfwer* 
- The Silence of the chriilian Fathers on . 
this fubje(fl will be difFcrently interpreted, 
as perfons are difierently difpofed with re* ' 
fped to the dodrine itfelf. All the cir- 
cumftances confideredy it appears to me that 
jto truly refpedtable a perfoa as Symmachus 
writing againft the miracubus conception, 
vx fo early a period (as early, probably, as 
the belief of it came to be general) and that 
no pcrfon anfwered his book, are both of 
them remarkable fadls, and both unfavour- 
able to the truth of that part of the hiftory. 
Two of our gofpels, indeed, contain the 
account, but it was not in the gofpel that 

Ma was 
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was received by Symmachus, and the reft of 
the Ebionites ; and this they, who were 
certainly the beft judges in the cafe^ main- 
tained to be the authentic gofpel of Mat-- 
thcw. 

Had the work of Symmaclius been extant, 
or had the reafons of Paulas Samofateniis 
and his followers (whofe opinion was proba- 
bly that of the ancient Gentile unitarians in 
* genieral) for believing that Jefus was born 
at Nazareth, and not at Bethlehem, been 
tranfmitted to. us,, together with the re-» 
marks of their adverfaries, we fliould, no 
doubt, have, been in poffeffion of materials 
on which we might have founded a- more 
decifive opinion than, we can pretend to do 
at prefent. Wanting theie important ma*- 
terials for forming 2l decifive judgment^ let us* 
. jtiot be wanting in candour in a cafe in which- 
all we can fay is, that one prohabk opinion 
is oppofed to another kfs probable. 
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Of the Arian Controverfy. ' 

WE have no account of any thing, 
in the whole compafs of ecclefiaf- . 
tical hiftory, that ever occalioned 
a greater revolution in the theological (late ^ • 
of the world, than the doctrine of Arius • • 
and the revolution was equally fudden, and • • 
lading. Within n^uch lefs than the life of ^ 

M 3 man ^ 
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man^ this dodrioe, from bciog wholly 
unknown, ovcrfprcad perhaps, one half of 
the chriftian world, and more than once bid 
fair for having the fcal ol^nbodoxy {Limped 
Upon it* In two pretty long reigns, it was 
the religion of the Roman court, and it had 
the ianftion of federal nnmeroos cooncils ; 
and this not long alter its condemnation 
by the famous council of Nice, in the 
reign of the emperor Conftantine. Socratei 
fays that, upon the publication of the doc* 
trine of Arius, it immediately fprcad from 
Alexandria through all Bgypt» Lybia, Ihc* 
bais, and the other provinces and cities ^ 
and that many perfons of charader took the 
part of Arius^ cfpccially Eulcbius oflsico- 
media ^» An event of foch magnitude re* 
quires to be carciuliy invelligated* 

Before the time of Aiiu> on!) three i^f- 

tcms of chriftianityt or rather three opi* 

Vx* -rm f^mrnm AiyvAp ^ mm nmrm mm eCjJb* 

trim 3t MM Tof >feiTa^ t-xcufju': iTaf/^ti; «a* stxj'f TiAxxa^'oH 

mkjC^^* Hift* lib, I. cap. 6. p. io« 

I aioos 
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nions concerning the perfon of ChriA^ had 
been the fubjeft of difcuflion. The firfl 
was that of the unitarians^ who believed 
Chrifi: to be a mqre man^ and to have had 
AO exigence prior to his birtht in the reiga 
of Auguilus. The fecond was that of the 
Gmfticsj who thought that to this man, or 
fomething that had the appearance of a 
man, was fuper-added a pre-exiilent fuper- 
angelic-fpirit^ called the Cbrift^ The third 
was the doi^ine of the perjbnificatxon of tba 
logos^ according to which Jefus Chrift, who 
had a body and a foul like other men» had 
alio a iuperior principle intimately united 
to him. But this principle was nothing 
that had ever been cnaud % for it was no-^ 
thing lefs than the logos^ or the uoifdom and 

power of God the Father^ and which» in a 
ilate of perfonification, had been the irnmc* 
diate caufe of the formation of the uni-* 
verfe, ^d of all the pppearances of God ia 
the Old Teftament, ^ . 

If ow we find all at once a Ao&tim to^ 
tally difierent from any of the preceding 
ffhemip^^ viz. that the intdligent prin-f 

M4 - 
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4 « 

/ ciple which animated the body of Chrift 

\ (for it was not thought that he had any 
other foul) was a great prc-exiilent fpirit, 

f znd created, like other beings, out of no^ 
thing I that this prc-exiftent fpirit, to which 
was ftill given the name of logo^, had been' 
employed by God in making the univerfe, 
and In all the appearances under the Old 
Teftament, and then became the proper 
foul of Jefus Chrift. Such is the outline 
of that doSrine which, from Arius, a'pref-^ 
byter of the church of Alexandria, obtained 
the name of Atiani/m, and which, with 
fome variation, has continued to be held 
by great numbers of v^ry intelligent cbrif« 
tians to this day. ' *' 

\ ' Of the three fchemes which were prior 
Arianifm, it has the greateft refemblance 
to that of the Gnofti(;s, but differs from it 
chiefly in two refpeds, Hrft, the Gnoftics' 
fuppofed the pre-e3fiftent fpirit which wa* 
in JefuSt to have been an emanation from 
the Supreme Being, according to the prin-' 
ciples of'thc philofophy of that age, which 
made creafton mt of nothing to be an i(a<» 

poffibility ; 
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poffibility; whereas the Arians fuppofcd 
this pre-exiftent fpirit to have been pro* 
perly created. But this difference is ra- 
ther philofophical than theological; be« 
caufe they both agreed in fuppofing that 
this pre^exiftent fpirit had the fame ori- 
gin with that of angels^ and other beings 
of a fpiritual nature, fuperior to man. 

Secondly^ the GnoiUcs fuppofed that this 
pre-cxiftent fpirit was not the maker of th<^ 
world, but was fent to redify the evils 
which had been introduced by the being 
who made it ; whereas the Arians fup* 
pofed that their logos was the being that 
had been employed by God in the making 
of the univerfe^ as well as in all his qqvc^^ 
munications with mankind. 

But even this difference, refpecling the 
nature and office of Chrift, was not of fuch 
a nature as to make any material difference 
in the rejpeci that they entertained for 
Chrift ; both the Gnoftics and the Arians 
agreeing in this, that Chrift was a great 
pre^exiftent fpirit» and that we owe him 
the greateff obligations for his condefcen« 
, . " fion 
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/ fion in coming into this world, and under* 
^ taiuDg to ttBudy the abufes that he found 
; in it. fadl, therefore, the influence of 
the two fyftems oa the mind miift have 
}>cen Qe,arly the |ame. The Gnoftics and 
the Arians muft adfo liave agreed in fome 
xneafure with refpeiS; to the idea of the oa« 
ture of tMtterj and its tendency ]to con- 
taminate the mindt and to impede its 
operations. But in this all th,e fyftem$ 
wbi^h fuppofe that there ia an im|nal;erial 
IMriociple in man, the caufe of all icnjCa^ 
tion and ihoaght, muft' he nearly ^ike» 
Athanafius ceniures the Aci^s as borrowr 
ing from the Gnoftics^. He even (hews 
at large, thai they arp worie than th^e 
Gnoftics+. 

I do not fay that Arius himfeif was the 
very firfl: who advanced the cknSrine which 
bears his name ; but I find no trace of its 
exlAence prior to what may be called the 
age of Arius. Jerom allows that fome of 
the Antenicene Fathers had given counter 

* Contra Ariaiios, Or, a. vol, I. p/ 363. Or. 3. p. 39a. 
t Ibid. p. 414. 

nance 



Digitized by Google 



.CiiAF. U ^/ Arian Oontrmirfy. %ji 

luocc io ibe Arian dodrine^ ; but this wa» 
not by adMncing* Us proper dxtfiaitut^ as I 
)i«re Ihewii^ but by iocautioiis expreffioDSi 
pf >^lach the Ariaiu afterwards )iook ad- 
vantage. The firft perfeii who Is tMt^ 
lioocd as holding the propier Arka doc^ 
trine is Luctan of Antiocht who fuifcred 
maityrdom iif A« D, 31a. For £pifha« 
mu8 fays, that ^'Luciati, and all the La* 
cianifts, denied that the Son of God tooJci 
Ibolt but had flelh only According to 
Philoflorgius. Eufebius of Nicomedta, and 
other chiefs of the Arians^ were tfaetlif*. 
ciples of Lucian, as Maris of Chalccdun, 
Theognis of Ntce» Leonttus of Antioch^ 
Afterius the fophilt, and others 

• Vci ccitc antcx^uam in Aicxamiria quail daemooiuia 
■lericlianttm Arm taSattetot^^ t nnocenter qucdua ct mi- 
nus caucc Ioi]jui; lu;;:, c' iju.r nci\ poflTiint pcrvcrfomni 
lioOMnuiii ctliimniam dcciiaarc. Adv. Ru£« lib* a* ^ 
Opera, p. 513* 

Harr. 43. fed* f. vol, 1. p. 370. 

7f>p», «i| 4^ EmCmv t«p NflK^iAiin ijj iw X a J ^e^ 3b n 
tipNtwwf Wnim nMb, &c. Hift. lib. a. cap. 14. p. iH- 

But 
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But on the other hand, Alexander, bi(hop 
^ of Alexandria, .affirms that Lucian adhered 
to Paulus Samoiatenlis^ and feparated fruax 
the. church. Lardner iays, one might bo 
apt to fufpcft from Alexander's words, that 
Lucian had fupceeded Paul in the epifcopal 
carft and overfight of thofe who were of hift 
ientiments at Antioch*. It is therefore 
doubtful, wl^ether any perfon before Arius. 
himfelf held his doftrine, though it is moft 
probable, that many others about this time, 
i did fo ; their minds, as well as his, having 
been prepared for it iii the manner that I 
iball prefently defcribe. 
, .Though the appearance of the Arian 
dodlrine was fudden, and the alarm whicl\ 
it gave to the chriftian world was proper- 
tionably. great (which is a proof that it was 
imagined to be quite a new thing, and of a 
very extraordinary and dangerous nature) 
there were feveral pre-exiftent caufes, which 
had gradually prepared the way for it i and 
thefe I ihali tjndeavour tp .explain. 

* Credibility, vol. 4. p. 641^ 

■ 
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SECTION I. 

Of the antecedent Caufes of the Arian Z)o^ 

irine^ 

^J^HE controverfy with the unitarians had 
led thofe who were called orthodox (by 
which I mean thofe who held the doArine 
of the perfonificatiun of the logos) to fpeak 
of Chrift as greatly inferior to die Father^ 
of which examples enow have been pro- 
duced. So willing had they been to make 
conceiiions to the great body of zealous uni« 
tarians (or fuch were the remains of their 
own unitarian principles) that had they 
coniidered Chrifl as, in all refpeds^ a mere 
creature^ they could not have fpoken of him 
otherwife than they did. They were evi** - 
dcntly afraid of incurring fu much odium 
as they were fenfible they mud have done^ 
by fetting up their Jecond God as a rival to 
the firfl and fupreme God. Their prin- 
ciple of Chrift having been thie hgos of the 

Father 

9 
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Father certainly led them to conhder him 
as being of the fame nature with the Father^ 
and in all refpedis equal to him ; and it did 
produce this eiFed: afterwards, wfaed tht 
obftacle to its operation, in the general 
opinion of the chriilian worlds was re- 
moved. But during the great prevalence 
of the dodrines of the unity of God, and 
the inferiority of Chriil to the Father, it 
had been the cuftom of the orthodox to 
fpeak of their Jecond Gad as the mere Jervant 
, of the firft. 

Fartbert in oppoiition to the Patripaf^* 

fianSy or the philofophical unitarians, who 
faid that the Father and the Son (meaning 
the divinity of the father and Son) were 
the fame, the orthodox had been led to 
fpeak of them as being entirely different^ fo 
as fometimes to lay that they were of dif-* 
ferent natures $ though the language muft 
t^ave been improperly ufed by thofe who 
confidered Chrift as being derived from the 
very Jubftance of the Father, and having 
been his proper wifdom and ^ower. 

\ In 

■ 
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la confiftency, however, with this Ian- \ 
guage, fuggefted by controverfy^ it had been 
the cuilocn of the orthodox to fpeak of the 
generation of the Son from the Fathcf, as if it 
had been a proper creation^ and as if the Son * . 
had flood in the very fame relation to the 
Father, with that in which other creatures 
flood to him ; which correfponded very well 
with the ideas of the Platoniils, la whole 
fcale of principles^ QvcaufeSf ihd ncus or logos^. 
held the fecond place ; the firft principle 
being ftiled a cauji with refpefi: to the 
fecond, as the fecond was with refpe^ to 
the vifible world. 

Another circumftance which contributed 
to the rife of Arianifm was the gradual 
influence of the do£lrine of revelation, con<-i 
cerning acation out of nothings which had 
been unknown to all the philofophers, who 
had thought that the material world had 
been created out of pre-exiflent matter, and 
that fouls were either emanations from the 
iupreme mind, or parts detached from the 
ibul of the univerfe. But the apoftle hav- 
ing faid^ Heb. 3ci« that the world was 

made 
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« made a t<w <!^cuvo^u}mv^ from things that do not 
appear (fqppofed to be equivalent to 

things that are not 9 or out of nothing) 
the term creation^ on whatever account it 
had been ufedt would at length fuggeft the 
idea of a creation out of nothing. This 
Athauafius fuppofed to be the meaning o^ 
Paul in this epiille; for he makes the 
phrafes from nothings and from that which did 
not appear, to be fynonymous *• In this 
manner would the minds of many be pre- 
pared to pafs from the idea of the perfoni- 
ficatlon of the logos, or the generation of 
the Son from the Father^ to that of a pro^ 
per creation. 

Things being in this ftate, the warmth 

.of controverfy was fufEcient to lead perfons 
whofe real opinions were the very fame, to 
diifer, firft in words only, and afterwards 
in reality. And a real difference being 
gnce formed^ it would eaiily extend itfelf^ 

Opera, vol, i. p. 55. 

by 
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by analogies and confequenccs, on both 
fides* I ihall now enter upon the proof 
of thefe particulars, and then ihew their . 
a&ual operation in the rife and progrefs of 
the Arian controverfy. 

That it had been the cuflom of all the 
Fathers before the council of Nice to fpeak 
of Chrift, though they confidered him as 
the logos^ or the wifdom of the fupreme 
God, as neverthelefs greatly inferior to him, 
has been abundantly proved. I ihall, there- 
fore» proceed to give inftances in which 
thofe of the Fathers, who undoubtedly 
confidered Chrift as having been the logos 
or wifdom of the Father, and therefore < 
properly uncreated^ yet defcribed his gene» 
ration in language equivalent to that of a 
proper creation. 

The very term y£wj7©-, by which the Fa- 
thers generally ^xpreiTed the logos becom- 
ing a Son, was the lame that the Platonifts 
had always ufed to diftinguifli a creature 
from the creator^ or the thing caufed, and 
the caufe fo that the terms and ytyyr^^ 
had always been oppofed . to each other. 

Vol, IV. N . ' \\kM% 
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Thus Philo fays, " There is no created 
God ; for he would want the neceffary 
attribute of etermty*.** And a writer 
who perfonates Origen makes '^iyvtHa and xJir* 
generated and created^ to be fynonymous 

In later times, there was a dillindioa 
made between rtwH^ and w»t!^, as if the 
former iignified created^ and the latter gene^ 
ratedi but the diftinftion was not very an- 
cient. Tatian makes no difference between 
. Tiytf©- as applied to the produdlion of the 
Son from the Father, and the creation of 
other things by the Son ; but fays that, 
** the logos being generated in the begin* 

ning, again generated our world, fafhion* 
** ing the matter of it for himfelf. Mat- 

tcr," be fays, *' is not am^^ witbout 

origin^ like God, but 72vjw», generated,. 

being produced by the Maker of all 
** things J/' Alfo the fame word tp^^v, to 

afn^i^uyof m^whih^* De Gharicate« Opera, p. 699* 

fssavlaLy oaa ehi 7£v>t^'a Kv.ra. Contra IVliircionitas, p. 72. 

X Ovit ya^ ava^XPi 1 *a9a7r£^ 0 ^£0$, ^£ oux to avoj^x^ 'i 
auk iffo^nm(ios tm h» * yawSn 2s im» »r vsn t« ojq^ yiycmet^ 
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brin^ forib^ is ufcd by Syneiius of the gene- 
ration of the Soo, and the creation of other 
things by the Son*. 

The term correfponding to cauji was 
likewife ufed promifcuouiij^ with refpe<^ 
to the ^ncration of the Son, and the pro- 
dudtioa of the creatures. Thus Gregory 
Nyllca makes the terms unbegotten and with^ 
out caufe to be fynonymous *f • Indeed, it 
was always allowed that the Son^ though 
generated, had a proper caufe ; and, ac- 
cordingly» the word origin^ hy which 
the logos was diftinguifticd from the crea- 
tores, was, without fcruple, applied to the 
father with refped to Chnfi: ; and the 
term ava^x(^, uncaujedy was always confidcred 
as the incommunicable attribute of the Fa* 
ther, he being the lole Jountain of deity ^ and 
whenever the fame term is applied to the 

h tmo TH vafkiv diifAus^H v^fC^iyAcyn* Ad Grxcos^ fe^. 8* 
♦ Xm rsx,^tyli vah^ mitct Tu3ar. Hymn. 6. Opera, p. 342. 

4mim(tm(iX99/ ^te^ofm. Contfa Eunomiuin^ On ia« Ope- 
la, vel. 2. p. 302* ' 

N z Son, 
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Son, or the Spirit^ it was only meant to 
Signify that they had no beginning, not that 
they had no caufe. 

Thus, a writer, whofe work has been 

afcribed to Athanailus, fays, ** the Son is 
not a caufe^ but caufed } £0 that the Fa« 
ther i.s the only caufe, and there are two 
that arc caufe J, the Son and the Spirit. 
But they are ail becaufe they are all 
without beginning*/' Nicephorus, in 
his epiille to Leo, fays, Chriil is not 
without origin with refpe(^ to the Fa- 
ther, who is his origin, as being his 
caufe; but with refped to his genera- 
lion, he is without origin, being before 
all ages f." Conftantine alfo, in his 
oration, fays, the Fatlier is the cau/e^ 
the Son cau/tJ^'* This language, being 

vs5n$ * Ta h Oiluda dvo, o u^Of^ xai to miv^M, Opera, vol. a. 
P 443- 

Tijy avo xfont ^a^cfiMoi; tf^;^* xai aD»fx®*> Zcinaras, p. 769* 
X Kotfcifrcf coW /4fv ws 0 vachp* ai7ia7oir ^0 Cap. 1 1. 
p. 688. 

once 
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once eftablifhed continued to the lateft 
period. Thus M. Caleca called the Son 

Oika}^, ytwi^n and ytmfta 

Another circumilance which made way 
for the introdudion of Arlanifai, and which 
greatly contributed to embarrafs the ortho«» 
dox in the controverfy was, that in order 
to oppofe the SabelUans, they had repre- 
fented the Father and the Son as differing 
ejfeutially from each other, Becaufe they 
thojight that the Sabellians had confounded 
the three perfons, they, as was natural, made' 
a point of feparating them ; and they did 
it to a greater degree than their principles 
really admitted. For they maintained that 
their very mia^ effencef or nature^ was dif- 
ferent; whereas they ihould have contented 
themfelves with faying that they differed ia 
rankp or dignity. But, whereas the Sabelli- 
ans maintained that the three perfons were of 
the fame iw, ejfcncey and were therefore »M«^t 
confubjlantial to each other, this was pofi- 
tively denied by the orthodox % and what 

* O uo$Ac7flxi aStalof^ ytmHofy yivinijia, Gombefis Auc- 

fuarium, vol. 2* p. aaa* 

N 3 was 
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was particularly unfortunate for them, 
they had pafled a cenfure' on this very 
t,erm in the condemnation of Paulus 
Samofatenfis. Thus Atbanalius fays, that 
they who condemned Paulus Samofaten- 
fis, faid that the Son was not confub<? 
ilanti^ with the Father ^.^^ Qafil faya 
the fame, adding, that the reafoa why they 
rejected it was ». its implying that God was 

a fubftance that was divifiblcf', 
. The effed of this ctrcumftance remained 
p long time with the, orthodox ; many of 
vhom were with great difficulty reconciled 
to this term, efpecially as it was not a 
fcriptural one, whirh is acknowledged by 

Athanafius Ambrofe fpeaks of fome 

mfnimn ftm torn iw TC^rw Q/mjuv, Qe Syn. Ariql Opera, 

vol. I. p. 919. 

moifiiwf tmtm HOiBig TB Mm' rw aw aub^y rt ueHafiipiO'^ta-af 

Vol. 3, p. 29a* 

i Ov hgyvfkf rw ofMtffm mm t» ^tu, Ei yof to 

7fy De ^cntentia. Opera, vol. 1. p. 561. 
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who, without being ArianSt yet fcrapled to 

fey that the Son was of the fame fubftance 
with the Father, becaufe it was not a fcrip^ 
tural expreiiion. But, he fays, they 
ought to be deemed heretics if they did 
^ not exprefsly aciuiowledge it, and that for 
the fame reafon they might objed to the 
phrafcs GodofG^d, and Light of Lighter 
Sozomen fays, that the Fathers of the 
council of Antioch acknowledged that 
** the word confubjiantial which ap- 

« peared new and itrange to many, was 
** cautioufly interpreted by the Fathers, 
and not according to its ufe among the 
Gentiles, but only in oppofition to the 
fentiment of the Arians, that the Son was 
made out of noiiwg-f.'* 

♦ Vcl fi Arianus iion cs, ct vcium filium de vero pat re 
natumnon fadum agnorcis> cur non cum cum patre unam 
fubftantiam dicis i Fruftra times homo profiteri quod crc- 
dis, et fruftra oredis It ita non credis, et merito haereticus 
denotaris. De Filii Diviuitate, lib. |. cap. 3. Opera^ 
vol. 4. p. 278* 279. 

f Oiro7E h TO dbKsy iv ea!k rm {emr ovoytia to w cnuomr pe^my 

a j'^j,?^; Tt%x^^ 'sra^a roi; 'ZOJti^ajiV i^ixrr.aa;^ ar^fiMViKmi oU tK Tr; 

N4 & 
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Dionyfiqs, bi(hop of Alexandria, in whofe 
neighbourhood there were many Sabelliaas^ 
and who oppofcd them with great vigour, 
as he alfo did Paulus SamofatenfiSf made no 
fcruple, as Baiil fays, to aflert, in this con- 
trovcr(y, that. ^* the Son was of a difie-^ 
rent eiTence, as well as hypoltaiis, from 
the Father, th^t he was inferior in 
power, and lefs in glory */* Rufiinus 
fays, that Dionyiius of Alexandria, in his 
books againft Sabellius, advanced things 
^* of which the Arians too|& advantage f*/* 

wtfAmrvf^Ts MS aatenf t«VaiM9- Aftim. Hift. lib. 4. 
fcfi. 4, p. 224. 

Opera, vol 3, p. 60. 

t Dionyiius Altxandrinus epifcopus, eruditiifimus aiTcr- 
tor ecclefiaflipae fidei, cum inquaroplurimis mtantam um« 
tatem atque equalkaCem trinitatis defendat, ut imperitiori- 
l>us quibufque etiam fccundum Sabcliium rcnfific videatur, 
in his tamcu libris fuis quos advcrfus Sabcllii hxrefim fcri- 
bit, taJia invcniuntur icferta, ut frequenter Ariani au^fm- 
tate ipfius fe defeiidere conentur. Apologia pro Origine, 
Hteronxmi, Opera, vol. 8. p. 130. 

Though 



Digitized by Google 



Chap. 1. Of the Arian Controverfy. 185 

Though this was nothing more than 
had been faid by others, and cfpccially in 
the fanie controverfy ; yet, when, after* 

^ wards, things had taken a difFcrcnt turn, 
and advantage was taken of this language, 
this Dionyfius came to be confidercd as the 

fountain of Atianifm^ as he is called by Auf- ^ 
tin *. Athanafius, however, apologized for 
him, and for the inaccuracy of his expref-* 
fions, from the nature of the controverfy in 
which he was engaged. 

For the fame reafons for which the me* 
mory of Dionyfius was refledted upon, fimi- 
lar reproaches fell upon that of Clemens 
Alexandrinus, and that of Origen. But^ , 
indeed, none of the ancient writers ought 
tp have efcaped, iincp, for the reafons that 
I have given, they all ufe fimilar language. 
But as thefe two writers have been the moft 
cenfured, I (hall give a more particular ac- 
count of the ground of thofe cenfqros. 

Pamphilus the Martyr, in his apology for 
Origen, fays, that Clemens Alexandrinus 

* Utyult Dionifius fons Arrii. De Deiinttionibusi 
Opera, vol. 3. p. 196. 

' " called 
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called Cbrift a creature Photius iays, 
*• that Clemens Alexandrinus, in his Hypo- 

typofcs,*' a work now loft, has many 

right things, but iooie things impious 

and fabulous. He makes the Son a crca- 
^* ture» fays that the logos was not made 
** flefti, but only fecmed to be fo. He fays 
^* that the logos, the Son, has the fame name, 

but tiiat it was not made ileih i for it 
*^ not the paternal logos, but a divine 

power, or efflux from the logos itfeif ; 
«* being the nous which peryadcs the hearts 
« of men+/* His Stromata," he fays, 

have many things not foundj but not ib 

* Clemens quoque alius Alexandrinus, preibytcr ct ma- 

gifler ccckfis: iliius, in omnibus pcne iibris fuls triniutts 
gioriam atque aeternitatem unam eandemque defignat i et 
interdum invenimus aliquain Hbris ejus capitula, in quibua 

filium dei creatuiain Jiut. iiicruiiyinif Opera, vol. 9. 
p. 130. 

t K« €9 rmfU9ai3w >iyu9 * t9 rm it vaUo^nf 

fif emCnfum /ttsSaiS^if, Aoys; (xtpt pilot, %m m vtp9 tt^ tBwfUi 
udUysi, Km fjun aofMuGvpm tov hcryov^ oMuac ^0(01, AsyHcu /un* 

wt^odmt. Bib. S, 109* p. a86« 

*• many 
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many as the Hypotypofes, and in them 
he refates what he had advanced in thefe» 
His Pedagogue is quite free frooi 
them 

As Clemens Alexandrinus had been much 

addidled to philofophy, it is very poflible^ 
that when he wrote • the Hypotypofes, he 
might retain fome opinions iimilar to thoft 
of the Gnofticsy as the quotation feems to 
indicate. As to tiie ienfe in which Cle- 
mens might call Chrift a creature^ it has 
been explained already, and ihewn to be 
fufficiently conGftent with all the ortho- 
doxy of his age ; and as to his error about 
the logos, it is very pofiible that he might 
fpeak favourably, as Juftin Martyr did, of 
the do(5trine of philoiophical unitarianifm ; 
or he might have faid what Origen did, 
about the logos being in all men. How- 
ever, he certainly confidcred the logos that 

• 

T?rohi9no^i^ 1801 01 \ayot . twv t« yctp (juximm xau ^>a,<j(py^Am airn- 
haextmu ua^totwi — Auk ^£ n l.^fAaiim ^Xo^ maxji k« 

iroMa TMr ^ 3ifli^X<7«. Bib. S. 109. p. 287. 

was 
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was in Chrift, as the proper wifdom of 
the Father, which was all the orthodoxy 
that was known before the council of 

Nice, 

Origen, being a perfon of more reputa- 
tion^ and whole writings were more nu- 
merous than thofe of Clemens Alexandria 
nus^fuffered more from this kindof ceniure 
than he has done. Origeii certainly called 
Chrift a creature. The facred oracles/'^ 
he fays, ** fpeak of Chnil as the oldeft of 
all the creatures, and by him it was that 
God fpake, when he faid. Let us make 
man But whatever expreffions he 
might ufe, he certainly could not differ in 
idea from the moft orthodox of his age, fo 
long as he maintained, as he unqueftionably 
did, that Chrift was the proper wifdom of 
the Father, For then he muft have iup- , 
pofed him to have been eternal^ and uncrcat* 
ed^ though perfonified in time« 

.Vyoi • xotf oilk Tov dEov Tn$ TV w^fxmi hifXKfrjm HfmsfM* 
XloiYfffwfAev ay^puTm ucSi Gjmot ncu ofwrn^iy niAslspm, Ad Celfunit 
lib. 5« p. 257. 

On 
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On this account, however, he was feverely 
ceiifurcd after the rife of the Arian contro- 
vcrfy. Epiphanius fays, Origen was 

blamed for calling Chrift a creature, 

though he allowed him to be produced 
" £(om the fubftance of the Father To 
this he adds, that he had faid that the Son 

could not fee the Father," a phrafe much 
ufed in that age, to exprefs great inferiority 
either in rank or nature. But no language 
can exprefs that inferiority more ilrongly 
than Juftin Martyr, and others, whofe or- 
^ thodoxy was never called in queftion, have 
repeatedly done. What was meant by the 
phrafe, ** not bring able to fee^"' may be 
clearly underflqod from another paiTage of 
Epiphanius, in which he ftates the accufa- 
tion of Origen more diftin&ly. Origen,** 
he fays, ^' is charged with faying, that, as 
•* the Son could not fee the Father, lo the 

Holy Spirit could not fee the Son ; alfo 
*• the angels cannot fee the Holy Spirit, 

Hser. 64. Opera, vol. i. p. 527. 

" nor 
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nor can men fee angels That in Jthis 
manner Origen only meant to exprefs infe« 
riority, or a difference in rank, and not in 
nature, is evident. For, as both men and 
angels are creatures, though of different 
tanks, fo the Father, Son, and Spirit might 
each be God, though they differed in rank 
'and dignity; which was the univerfal opi- 
nion in the time of Origen. Jerom alfo 
fays, that the herefy of Origen was, that 
the Son wa$ . not generated^ but made^ 
and that he could nut fee the Father f-" 
Origen was likewife faid to be heretical 
with refpedk to the Holy Spirit. Jerom 
fays, that Origen's herefy confifted in 
part in placing the Spirit the third in 
^ dignity and honour after the Father and 
Son ; and in his faying that he did 

■ 

* £i(; s ^uvcQm opav rev '5ra7f pa o vic;-> xai rc ciyiov 'mtu/na h oi/- 
vaiM l^E^v Toy mcv . hm TuaXiy, oi oTyshoi it oyvavlau t^^iv to aym 
Mv/Mh not 01 oRS^srot « ^ceglat ihat aJycMrs* Ancoratus, 
^fcd. 63. Opera, vol. a. p. 66, 314. 

+ Chriftum iilium tiei iicn natum die fed factum deum, 
patrem per naturam invifibilem etiam a iiito non videri, 

Opera, vol. i.p. 439- ' ' ' 

3 . not 
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not know whether he was made or not 
made*'.** But in this he was very far 
indeed from being iingalar. Juftin Martyr, 
Tertullian, and other writers before the 
council of Nice, having exprcfled them- 
felves in the very fame manner with refpe<^ 
to the Holy Spirit. 

Origen, however* though condemned by 
many, did aut want able defenders. Atha- 
nadus, who wrote in defence of Dionyfius, 
likewifc declared himfelf the advocate of 
Origen -f • Socrates obferves this with rc- ' 
fpedt to Athanahus ; and fays that they who 
condemn Origen, condemn Athanaiius alfoj. 

That Eufebius ihould defend Origen, is 
not to be wondered at, as he himfelf 1^ 

* Tertium dignitate et hoziore poft patrem et filhim 
aflerit fpiritum fandum, de quo cum ignorare fe dicat 
utrum fa^us fit an ixife^lus, &;c. Opera, voK i. p. 440. 

t Syn. Nic. Decretum, Opera, vol. i. p. 277. 

|Iift. lib» 6. cap. 13. p. 329. 

under 
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under the fame fuipicion. As Jerom fays, 
•* Eufebius defends Origen, that is, he 
proves him to have been an . Arian*."- 
That the writers before Arius had cxprefTed 
themfelves in fuch a manner as to give 
advantage to him and his followers, was 
generally allowed. 

Photius, in giving an account of the 
writings of Pierius» fays, that « they con- 
«* tain many things contrary to the then 
, eftabliihed faith of the church, but pcr- 
baps after the manner of the ancients -f*;" 
meaning, probably, that he exprefled him- 
felf without fu£5cient caution and accuracy, 

♦ Sex libros, ut ante jam dixi, Eufcbius, Cxfarienfis 
epifcopus, A rian DC quondam fignifer fadionis, pro Ori- 
gine fcripfit, latiffimum et daboratum opus \ et mulds 
teftimoniis approbavit Originem juxta ic Latholjcura, id 
eft, juxta nos Arianum efle. Opera, voL i. p. 492. 

OTOfatyflflu. God. 19. p. 300* 
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SECTION IL 

Of the Tenet i of ihc ancient Arians. 

J Shall now coaiidcr what were the tenets 
which the ancient Arians avowed^ or 
with which they were charged. The piinw 
cipal article, for which no particular au« 
thority can be neceliary^ was that Arius. &iA 
that the Son, logos, or Chrill, was created 
» rm m cHw^ oT, out of mtbing^ Ul^^ Other 
creatures; and this was certainly very dif- 
ferettt from the received dodtriae. For 
all thofe who had the chara<^er of ortho- 
dox before him, even including Clemens 
Alexandrinus, and Origen, held that the 
logos bad always been in the Father^ as his 
proper attribute. 

The f^^cond article in the Arian creed 
was, that there had been a tinae when the 
Son was not. This had frequently been 
aflerted by the orthodox^ and at fir ft was, I 
\ou\V. O doubt 
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doubt not, the univerfal opinion, if by the 
exiftence of the Son be meant his perfonal 
exijlence, which was fuppofed to have com- 
menced in time; but, as an attribute of 
the Father, they maintained that he. had 
always exifted* 

In the third place, the Arians denied 
that Chrift had any human foul. This is 
aflerted concerning the Arians in general by 
Athanafius*, and by Epiphanius-f-, Theo- 
doret afierts the fame of the Arians and 
Eunomiansji and fo does Glycas§. It 
does not appear, from Arius himfelf that 
he aflerted thisj but it is the aeceiTary 

m hohfk mpo^arm- TfiV^w* De AdvenCu Chrifii, Opera, 
vol. I. p. 636. 

f Afmiof 4*9^ oiflor ea^fenraca taanpam, Hser* 69. Opent« 
vol r-p. 743. 77>- 

T0tr dfor xoyw fdw, ovlov ^ rug 4^00^ if r» 9»f»ak v0}9iiptrm 
Xi^m* £p. 104. Tom. 4. pt.'2. p. 1174. 

§ T«v A^tteam Xiyovim a^u^ov uvsu -Djy th w^at ffa^Ka. 

Aiuiale$, pt. 3. p, 244. 

confequence 
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coofcquencc of his principles, and it was 
oniverlally adopted by his followers. Indeed^ 
it would have beta ezceedingiy abfurd to 
fuppofc that there were two iiuelligent 
principles, both created beings, inhabiting 
the iame body. Ihis, however, is a de* 
cifivc proof of the novelty of the Arian 
dodrine. For, as I have obferved, all the 
ancients, Urigen himfclf incluJcJ, fuppofcd 
that there was a proper human foul in 
Chrift, befides the logos. 

In after times, fome Artans made con* 
oeffions to the orthodox, and on tliat ac« 
count were called Smiarims. Thus Auf- 
tin iays, that Ibme of the later Arians 
acknowledged that Chrilt had no begin* 
*• ning*. The Semiarians in general alfo 
&idt that though Chriit was not of the fmt 
^^Jubjlanu with the Father, he was of a like 
Jubfiana^r This term, ^m^. of like 

• UnJc quidam poftcriures Arruni oLjcccrunt iflam 
tatcatiaaw ^ffii|ae funt non ex tempore ccepifie filtumdei. 
De Trioitate, lib. 6* cap. Opera, vol. 3. p. 326* 

\ Ok «f|« Ba0tAu;v, pith ^ I uss r^um^tim nnSiK 

Eptphiiuus, Hkt. 73. Opera, vol. X. p- 845. 

O X fubft(incc^\ 
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Jubfiance^^ fays Sozomcn» ** was iatro- 
duced by Eufebius, and others of the 
nu>il celebrated biihops of the £aft, as 
preferable to conJuSjlaiuial, which they 
faid wa9 rather applicable to corporeal 
things^ as animals and plants whereas 
the term of like fubfiance was more appli« 
^< cable; to incorporeal things, as God and 
** angels*." 

But thefe concefiions were dilliked by 
others ^ and Aetius, the mailer oi £uno- 
mius, maintained that the low was diffi- 
«^ milar to the Father f/' fiaiil fays, that 
he was the Aril who dared to teach this 
dofSkrincJ." 

' * Ol 9^ TW EvnClOir, 1^ d0*M tmi TMT Tob «M IHF fIV CIR 

Yoto Qtnomm Mym»^ x^mt wua ciAU6»% vTrsp ofiauff itjr uvoftain • 
Ta flip yof t^ioamv, m trufteBm mffitif fotwdat% cm a^ftnrm ^ 
rw d^9m ^Mins Mm MjMif M ot^ f| (yMut n ftih^ia urn n 

ytft(fii tri . TO h Qfiomaiovy tin aaufjudm^ cizv gin mm ayfthuv^ 
mdtfH WfH tayh vonfUHH «rr nam, Hi&. lib. 3, cap. i8. 
p. 123. 

+ Ibid. Lib. 4. tap. rj. I47. 

7f ^tm Aikof 0 S^. Ad Euaomium, lib. x . Opeta, 
Tol,i«p.695. 

Such 
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Such were the tenets of the Arians, and 
they by no means diflTered ib iriudi frbtit 
the ^ftabliflied do&rine at the time that 
t|icf were firft advanced, as they did from, 
the orthodoxy which grew <mt of thie con« 
trovcrfy. And, accordingly, before there 
had been much difputing about it, it ap« 
pears to have been viewed in a very dif- 
' ferent light from that in which it appealed 
afterwards. 

Alexander, biihbp of Alexandria, . trader 
whom the Arian controvcriy arofe, after 
hearing many debates on the fubjeft be- 
tween ArittB and', his opponents, and after 
having called a fynod on the fubjcd (the 
quedion appearing to him to be of a doubt* 
^ul nature) was at firft diftrcfled what part 
to take ; favouring Ibmetimea one fide, and 
fometimes the other^ but at length acceded 
to thofe who affirmed that the Son was ^ 
confubftantial with the Father, and co-eter-» 
nal with him*, 

hy ' toi$ oixoaaiQv xat ffweiAof mm toy uw mnpwoiwmf tfelo* 
SoKoinen, Hift. lib« i. capb 15. p. 32, 

O 3 Conftautinc, 
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CoaftaaUnCf ia his kttcr to Alexander 
and Arlus^ rcprefents the JifFciciicc be* 
tween them as a thing of no confcquence 

So little was Alexander hiailclt ukd to 
the diftin&ionSt and the precife phrafeologf 
which tooiL place after wanh» chat« in hii 
letter to AlcAaudcr ol Coauj^uaau^lc upon 
this fubjeA» he calls the Father and Son 
two things 9 ini'cparable from each others 
the very language which had been a&d ia 
anfwer to the Sabeliiani +• 

* Mm^jRw f juidiv vTTf ^ «af<i^ ^ipi^iddaf TV mcCe^iim * 

cap. 7* p. i6» 

«fHmiflAi3b«, Tov«iftf«^ TCf Ml «lb «4p fl^twraMmw 

^^^/AjtiTo. Tlikwiuicu, 1L^« liU !• cap. 4. p. la* 
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S E C T I a N III. 

The Arguments of the ancient Arians. 

WE ihall be affifted in forming a juft 
idea of the nature of the Arian con- 
troverfy, by confideriDg the argumetas "which 
the ancient Arians uied in defending their 
.dodrine. 

, It was probably fooie impropriety in the 
language of Alexander, in his difpute with 
Arius» that g^y^ the latter aa advaouge* 
Alexander was thought by Arius to ad- 
vance fomething too favourable to the Sa-> 
bellians, as he laid great ilrefs on the ne- 
cefHty of maintaining the unity of the 
three perfons in the trinity; and it was 
always faid by the ancients, ^hat this cir- 
cumllance drove Arius into the opppiite 
extreme ; and it was probably the means of 
procuring Arius fo many friends. 

NiccphoiTus fays, that abnoft all the 
churches in the eaft^ except that of Jeru- 

• 0 4 falcm^ 
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faleai» were Ariao^. Jerom, fpeaking of 
the councU of Ariminum, ikys, that the 
term m was aboliihed, all the world groan- 
ed, and woadered to find iticlf Ariaa f. 

The orthodox conridcicd thcmrdvc^ as 
holding a middle opimon between the Sa^* 
beliians and the Arians^ the former coa* 
founding ttie diree perfens, and the latter 
ftparating them too fa# i the farmer mak« 
ing too much of the ditinity of Chriil, and 
the latter too little. Thus, at leaft* thiogt 
flood at the begiimtng of the controirerfy. 

It is poAUe that Aletander had fepre» 
fented the Son as wfrnM-^ unktgMtn^ as weU 
as tlxc l^ktther ; dace £u£:biiis of Nicome- 
dta, in hiar letter to P)iti!iMia of Atiliocb^ 
fxf%^ Wc never heard of two that were 

nnbcgottcn A^id confidcring Chriil 

AfM offlA*. Hift. lib. it. €ip« a. yqL a. p. ai5« 

\ Tunc ufix r. Jincn abolitiim ctl» tunc Niccnat fiJci 
dainruUo conckinau cTL Ifigemuit toCiis oHmi, sc Ahs- 
amiifecfie, niMwcil. AdLeflUMuoti Opsn^vsLl. 
P- 4a7- 

I Oil ^ ^ i^ifis MW^My* Thcodomit Hit* 
bb. i«ciip.6tp,a4» 

3 .»* 
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M being the original logos 9f the Father^ 

or. his neceilary attrit^ute^ which was cer- 
tainly the orthodox dodrinc of the times, 
he was juftihable i but coofideriog him as 
an a^ual ptrjan^ the language was evidently 
improper. For tbb commeQceHaent of p<y^ 
fonality in the Son bad always been called 
a generation 1 and therefore the Father .and 
Son had been diflinguiihed irom each other, 
by tlie former being iaid to be oyimjil^, im(f^ 
gotten^ and the latter '^m&f^^ ^tfftten^ and 
ibmetimes TmnvM, &c. 

£ut according to more ancient nlagpt itfae , 
terms ayemi2^ and ytinfS^ had been ufed to 
difttnguilh the Greater and the eteature ; and 
the diftin^ion between m^©- and y^vm^ (as 
if the former iignified created^ and the latter 
gmfrM^d) was peculiar to chriijtian theology^ 
and» aa I have Aewn> "was ncft uniTeriaUy 
obferved by cbriftians* This gave Arius 
an advantage. For if Chrift was properly 
90^-9 he muft have been a creature 1 and if 
a creature^ he muft have been made as 
other creatures were. Arius ^fays^ I am 
^* perfecuted^ becaufe I faid that the Son 

is 
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•* is made out of nothing, lince he is not 
•^f a part of God, nor made out of other 
♦« matter*." 

Here we (ee the proper ground 6f Arius's 
opinion, and that it was evidently a depart- 
turc from the fundamental principle of cila- 
bliihed orthodoxy. It was a virtual denial 
of the Son being an attribute of the Father, 
Arius, no doubt, faw the abfurdity of the 
received do<5trtne concerning the generation 
of the Son from the Father, and thought it 
muft imply the taking from him, part of 
his fubflance. He, therefore, argued, that 
'finee Chrift was not taken out of the fub- 
ilance of the Father» and it was acknow- 
ledged that he was not made of other mat-^ 
Ur^ he muft necefiarily have been made out 
of mtbingi which was the chriftian doc- 
trine that had taken place of th^ great 
maxim of heathen philofophy, which fup« 
pofed that fuch creation was iinpoiiible* 

m 

* Am tiib i >MW(p nfci , A naro^ ^ f{ m m* i9m i( 
^wfiylflt . Tbcodomi HiBU U)>. i. c^p. 5, p. t^. 

u 
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It appears that the Arlans ridiculed, and 
ferjr juftljr, the diAin&ion which the or- 
thodox made between creaiion ^Agt^neratiani 
tnd therefore Chryfoftom, in reply to thenit 
iaysi how do you know that to generate 
*• and to UiW/c, lb the fame thing with 

God^r* in that age, however^ it was 
thought nccciikry to lay the greatcil AreXs 
on the difFcrcnce between thefe two things, 
a6 every thing in orthodoxy depended upon 
it* Jiut though the orthodox always faid 
that the Father could generate^ and that the 
Son was gcneraud^ ymi^f they would not 
allow that he could not be called ytm^. Ba« 
ill iays, that the Father hag generated, 

we learn in many places, but that the Son 

ii ymnm^ we learn no where t«" This, 
they thought, was putting Chriil upon a 
lerel with creatures, properly fo called 

The doctrine of the derivation of the i>on 
from the lather, without diuiiniihing his 

^ IloSiv oAi$ ok TO iSiffm Mm T9 ttm^m Toiwor. Dc 
Abrahm, Ser. 4. Open, voL 6, p. 43. 

fiToi ilm^ HM 1 -.Ai^Q^ fl»n«tTrt^tt». Ad Eunomium, 

lib» a. U^crai vol* i* p. 731. 

fubftance. 
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fubftance^ had certainly been very ill de«** 
fended by the orthodox of the age before 
Ariue ; but neverthelefs it was the ortho- 
. doxy of the age, and of this Arius took a 
. very proper advantage. The Arians,*' 
iays Hilary, derived the Son from no- 

thing, left the Father (hould be dimi- 

niflifid by the generation of the Son, ta 

that he would reniain lefs perfe^*.'* i 
' Arius, in his letter to Alexander, fays, 

if the phrafe coming, firth^ and CQtmng 
^ from the FatAer, be underftood by any 
^ as of a. part of the. fame fubftan«e> and 

a5 a froioU, then is the Father a com- 
V pound beingv divifible, • changeable, and 

a body ; and, as far as in them lies, they 
1^ n^ake an incorporeal God to have ih6 

feme affedions as a body -jp/* 

* Ne fi ex patre fit filius, dens 'lit imminutus In fiKum, 

falic;ti nimium, nc p;Urem iiiius ab co natus cvacuet : 
atque idcirco deo in Elii creatione fubveniunt, eum non 
de e9ctamibu.$ comparando, ut intra naturae fuse perfe^io- 
nem pater, quia nihil eo fit gcnitum, perfeveret. lib. 

2. p. 23. 

TB otAifimHy MM tt; .vfcCa^ UTTQ tunw mSm, nMogtrm 0 mAif* 

MM 
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Arius had a ilill more plauiible handle 
againft the orthodox, with rcfped to their 
do£kfinc concerning the Son being of the 
fame fubflance with the Father, becaufc, in 
the controverfy with the SabclKans, this 
language had been conilantly reprobated. 
The Arians', therefore, had a very good pre-? 
tence for calling the orthodox Sabellians, 
bccaufe they adopted their peculiar lan-» 
guage. The Arians/' iays Aaftin, " call 
us Sabelliansy though we do not iay that 
the Father, Son, and Spirit are one, 
which the Sabellians did 1 but we&y that 
they are of one nature They who 

diilike the word confubftantial^* fays So- 
crates^ charged thofe who introduced it 
•* as favouring the opinion of Sabellius and 

okoxbd^ o-ufc^A mcurx'^ o a<ruiAe3&' Stof. Epiphanius, Hser. 
69. vol. I. p. 733- 

* Sed ficuti Arriani SabelliaAos nos efie criminantur, 
quamvis non dlcamusi unum eumdemqiie efle patrem et 

filiaai, t:t Ipiritum fandlum, quod Sabtlliani dicunt : fed 
dicioius unam eandemque clTc naturani patrb, ct filii^ et 
fpirkiM fandi, quod catholici dicunt De Nupcib^ Opera/ 
vol. 7. p« 

JVIontanus, 
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Montanus, and therefore called them 
blafphemers, as taking away the fubftance 
*' of the Son of God ; while they who were 
attached to the word confab fianiialy 
charged the others with polytheifm, and 
as introducing heathenifm But, as I 
have obferved, it was contrary to their pro* 
per principles, that the orthodox ever dif» 
claimed the term confubJlantiaL For if the 
Son was the proper reajon of the Father, it 
mull have been right to fay, that he was of 
the fame fubfiance with him. 

The Arians had no lef$ advantage with 
refpeil to their other pofijiion, viz. that there 
nvasa time when the Sonwasnot; becaoie,with 
regard to his perionality, this had beea the 
declared opinion of the orthodox before that 
age» and he had never been coniidered as 
having exiiled from eternity, except as the 
proper logos, or reajbn of the Father, without 

% 

♦ Ot yap T» ofMWiH TTV Xf|<v iifirXrfOvlf mv SoCcA^iit 

Wo'fi^offpitai^ aieam> tH eemfis^ mv inra^ rtt mk ts dii * 

^A^Calei^ cTv^nvicr/Adv mayovhi li^l^ejrwh^ Hift. lib* i* cap. 23. 
P* 57' 

\ - • which 
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which he would not have been Hr^mQ-^ a ra-^ 
tianal heing* 

Arius, in his letter to Eufebius of Ni<« 
comedia, fays concerning Alexander, the 
bi(hop violently periecutes u&, mpving 
every thing againft us, fo as to expel us 
from the city as atheifts^ becaufe wc can- 
not agree with him, wh^ he fays in 
public, there was always a Father, and 
always a Son, Father and Son at the fame 
time ; that the Son exifts together with 
God in -an ungenerated ftate 1 he was al« 
ways generated from him that was unge^ 
** ncratcd. God did not precede the Son 
even a thought, or an atom And yet 
in this ^Alexander advanced nothing con- 
trary to the. anciently received dodtrine, ex« 
cept in faying, that the generation of the 
fon was from eternity. 



not lyiMV 0 wwnnmns ' m( Tt viu^ lyidy m m; mi>^ ms 
Sf0( TviMi. Thcodorici^ Hift, lib. i. cap. 5. p. 22* ^ 

The 
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The Aria&Sf however, receding the dif** 
ferencc between generation and cnation, iaid, 
according to Athanaiius, *• God was not al- 
5< ways a Fathei;, and afterwards became ib^ 
*' The Son was not always , The 

Son of God was made out of nothing, 

^nd there was ^ time whea he was not ; 

that he was. not before he was generat- 
f « ed Hilary alio fays, tlje Arians 
•* take advantage of the exprcffion, be was 

not before be was generated^ as if the na- 

ture of his fubfifting origin was dc- 
<^ nied f i. e. the principle from which 
he fprung, which cxilled in the Father. 

The Arians derived the fame advantage 
from the dodlrine of the primitive Fathers, . 
that the Father generated the Son v^dbmtam 

utttr e| H)K 01^9 Mat maUm vHw jSiCftalw mm voiTifiakn ymfuveir, 

Kcii :iSiCi 0 Ts £| ovlw yeyom* xau w 'sioIb. ole mc tjv, km 

MMiwa^iv y£vv»}^ij. Contra Arianos, Or. i . Opera, vol. i . p, 31Q, 
* Excufationem, dicens : non erat amequam nafcere- 
tur : ut in eo quod non fuit antequaoi nafceretur, nata- 
nm ei fubfiftentb orig^s dcnegsurct. Lib. 6. p, io6. 
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rily. The Arians," fays Epiphanius, 
ray» did God generate the Son volunta- 
*• rily, or involuntarily ? If we fay invo- 
** luntarily, then we fubjedl God to ncccf- 
fity. If voluntarily, wc allow that avo- 

•* lition preceded the Son. But thcfe 

things, he fays, bear no relation to God* 
He neither generates the Son voluntarily, 
npr involuntarily j for the divine nature is 
** above all will, and is not lubjciit to time, 
** or neceflity 

Such were the metaphyfical arguments of 
the ancient Arians. They likewife proved 
from the fcriptures, that Chrift was a crea- 
ture ; and as they fuppofed that the wi/dam 
in the book of Proverbs referred to Chrift, 
they laid great ftrefs on its being there faid 
that God created this wifdom. The Arian, 
in Athanafius's difputation, fays, but do 

* (d0m wf tfmiffwti n pan \ tea m9>(m ftn ^V\aif^ avayim 
vt^iCM^im TO dtiMP • itat fov ctqro/biEV ok dc^v, ^iidafm o7i nv to 

^iT^lia 'ss^o T« ^oy». Ovu. eu ^£ r^iluv i?r; sig $kv, cog imoysafxta- 
VFtj, <a x£vo5b|f . »ma^a yap rayla tut iuv . »?£ BeXuv roivuv eyev- 
vmBfy ^s, fjL-n ^£M)v, oiS<k imt^Qtiioi fvffsu(» m^Samt yaf n ^ta 
ftMn(0ii>!itfi KM ax umsmrin xfow, »7s a»oc/xn aySott. Ancora* 
* tus, fe£i. 51, Opera, voK 2. p. 55. 

Vol. IV. P « thou 
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** thou anfwcr me with rciped to the Lord 
" created me. The Lord acknowledged 
that he was created by his Father *. " 
«• When they are defeated," he lays, " they 
«• have rccou. ie to the Lord created me in 
«• the beginning of his way f. " They like- 
wife allcdged Chrift being called the f.rjl 
born of all the creation %. 
^ I lhali conclude this article with obferv- 
ing, that, if what Thcodoret fays be true, it 
will be probable, that the Arians imagined 
that there was fomething unfavourable to 
their fentitncnts in the epiftle to the He- 
brews; for he fays that they thought it to 
be fpurious §• 

rwravhi tavhf mkff^ yTtow iSm wHfOf. Opera, vol. i. p. 

J 20*. 

Miftof pn a^X^ 0^ ^ ^* Sermo Major « de 
fide Montfaucoii^s Colleaio, vol. 1. p. 10. 

X Nomen primcgenitus fimplicioribus objJcientcs. 
Cq\1 I, 15. Cynlli Alex. Thcfaurus, lib. 10. cap. 3. 

>oa[W ai[(m^Mv^ii% mm voScv rauiny a7[QM<4W* Ad. Heb. 1. 

X, Opera, vol. 3. p. 51a, Ed. Hal«« 
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SECTION IV. 

Of the Arguments of the Orthodox agalnjl 

the jirians. 

HAVING feen on what principles 
the ancient Arians defen,ded their te« 
nets, and particularly what advantage they 
toolc of the received language of the ortho- 
dox^ I ihall likewife give a view of the light 
in which the orthodox of that age confider- 
ed the principles of Arianifoi $ by which 
means we fliall hav e a pretty clear idea of the 
nature of the controverfv. 

The capital argument of the orthodox 
wa8» that the Son, being the logos o/God, was 
the proper rea/on of the Father, and there- 
fore could not have been made out of no* 
thing, but mull: have been from eternity tn 
him^ and confubJ}a22tialyi\i\i him. Eufebius 
fays» the Father produced the Son from 
himfelf . *^ God the Father," fays 

♦ hSo^ 4 cai^ ytmra^* De Laudibus Con. p. 716, 

P z Ruliinus, 
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Ruffinus, is, therefore, the true GoJ, and 
the Father of truth, not creating from 
within, h\xt generating the Son from what 
he himfelf is, as n wife man generates 
wildom, a righteous man righteoufnefs, 
6cc. as light genet^tes fplendor, and as a 

" man generates a word [or thought]*/* 
Cyril of Alexandria fays, *« If the Arians 
attack us, and aik whether there be two 

** that are unbegotten, and on our laying 

" there is only one, and that one - the 

^' Father, they fay that then we make 
the Son a creature j we anfwer. If the 
Son be the wifdoqi, the power^ and the 
word of the Father ; and the word, wif- 
doin» and power were always in the Fa^ 
ther, the Son cannot be faid to be made 
afterwards ; but he is God of God, and 

** light of light. So that the begotten is 

* Eft ergo deus pater Tents, tanquam Teritatts pater, 
non extrinfecus creans, fed ex eo ^uod ipTe eft filium ge- 
nerans, id efV, quia fapiens, fapieatiam, quia juftus jufti* 
ttam, quia fempiternus fempiternum, quia immortalis \m» 
mortalem, quia tnvifibtKs inviiibilem, quia lux fplendorem 
quia mens vexbuin. In Symbol. Opera^ p. 172. 

from 
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frotn him that is unbegotten, and from 
" him that was not made, himielf alfo not 

made * 

It was acknowledged by the orthodox^ 
that many of the ancient writers had ex- 
prefled thcmfelvcs as if they had coaiidered 
Chrift as being a proper creature i but it 
was obicrvcd, that what was innocent in 
them, was not fo afterwards. Baiil iays^ 
that many words were innocently ufcd 

former times, of which the heretics now 

take advantage i as the words creature^ 

and a work^ t'* 

* Si Ariani no5 aggrediantur, interrogantes utrum unum 

fit quod ingenitum eft, an duo : ut quum unum ccrtc 
dixerimus, et in patrcm id rctulerimus, inter creaturaa 
fiSum ebmnfmerarc cogamur : lie refpondiSJe oportet^ 
•Si fapicntia.ct virtus^ et verbum patris films eft, eratque 
4efiiper iii patre verbum, ct fapieniia et virtus, non eft 
faaus poftea hlius, qui fic appcllatur ct fic eft. Sed quem- 
admodum ex deo deus, et de luiniae lumen cffuifit : fic 
ex ingentto genitus, hoc eft, cx non fado non faduaw . 
Thcfaurus, lib. i. cap. i. Opera, vol, 2. p. 215. 

TwJw. Epift. 64, Opep, vul. 3. p. 101. 

P3 GkTCgory 
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Gregory Nazianzen fays» that ••accord- 

ing tu the dottrioc of AriuSt Cbrift mud 
not only be a creature, bui ihc mcancfl: of 
creature$» being created merely for tbe 
iakc of creating other things ; and adds, 
that for the purpofc of creatioAt the mere 
" will of Uod was fuificient*/' 

Another grcai advantage wiULa la^ ur- 

thodox had over the Arians arolc from the 

latter couiadcring Cbrift, tliougb a cr&iture, 
as having been the creator of the worlds and 
cotiUed to be called God^ and to be wor- 
/hipped. This arolc from their afcribing 
to their ertaied logoSp all that had been 
alcribcd to the uncreated one^ which all the 
ancient Ariant, without exception^ did. 
1 bi&9 the orthodox laid, was letting up 
emotbif and incurring the guilt of polj^ 
tbeifn % whereas their Ug<a^ they faid, wu 
uncreated^ and being tbe logos of the i a* 

%-y 'moulf fli<^Mi3ffg, uyi rJim iiciff vrtm, ^ vs2i, mfmtf «f)«pa 

Or* 1 j p. ZQ^ 

tlicr^ 
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ther, was one lohb him, fo that they did hot 
make two difFerent Gods. This charge we 
find from the carlieft llage of this contro- 

vcrfy to the laft. 

Athaaafius reprefcnts St. Anthony as 
faying " they^ calling the logos which 
«« is from the Father a creature, do not 
•» differ from the heathens, who worfliip 
«• the creature inftead of the creator*." 
Hilary fays, " Let the heretics blot out 
•« from the gofpel, i» the Father, and 
" the Father Jn me, and I and the Father 
•* art me that they may either preach two 
« Gods, or one Godf." In this he his a 
view to both the Arians and the Sabellians. 
Bafil feys, " they who fay that the only be- 
•« gotten is a creature, and then make a god 

-n, .i!.«< «' Ar-toter. Vitt Antonii, Opera, 

vd. a. P'49*- . .. 

+ Deleint toretici ewngeUcam fiUi de fe profeffionem : 
ego in patre, et pater in me ; et ego et pater unuin fu- 
Dius i ut poflint vel Uuos Jeos prsedicare, wl fdum. Lib. 

7.p.»S'' _ P4 of 
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of hitDt and worihip him ; by wordiip* 
ping the creature rather than the creator, 
evidently introduce heathenifm ; but," 
alluding to the unitarians, they who Hcny 
** the logos to be God of God^ while they 
confciis the Son in word, they in rea* 
•* lity deny his exigence, aiiJ rc*;cw Ju- 
daifmV 

To make a created god," fays Gregory 
Nyffcn, is an agreement with the error 
of the heathens f •« The Arians," Uy$ 

Epiphaiaus, ** are the lUuil iiupioui of all 

«^ heretics, who divide the Son from the 

Father's fubifcwicc, and therefore nuke 
«*him another principle p'* " We/' iayt 

• Oi iJiiv ifycf dnrnvB x^yr-.'*; t:v f4.:'.:rftnn, mosr^^, tZx 
oik, tiwr M9m aAmftf nmffay^a . mdk rm a btM Scr 

Upera^ vol« i. p. 519* 
t Tb ^ ^ mWw wmmAw Sm, f« m Mmv mmh 

a. p« 3C0. 

t AftcftawM it m mmSIm MCffdSp^ m top «ar an nf v/^^^ 
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Ambrofe, " fay there is one God, not two, 
« or three, like the impious berefy of the 
Arians, which falls into the very guilt 
with which it charges others. For he 
** fays there are three Gods, who feparates 
" the divinity of the trinity*." Agreeably 
to this, Auftia writing againft the Arians, 
quotes, Hear^ O Ifrael, tie Lor J thy God is 
one Lordy and then fays, ** Why will you 
make us two Gods, and two Lords ? You 
isiy that the Father is Lord and God, and 
" you fuy that Chrift is Lord and God. I 
afk, whether thefe two are one ? You 
•* anlwer, they are two Gods. It remains, 
then, that you cte& temples and images 
to them -j-.*' Fulgentius alfo confidered 

coratus, fe<5l. ii8. Opera* vol.2, p. 120. 

* Unum ergo deum, non duos aut tres deos diciaius, ut 
impia Ariaaorum haereds dum crimiiutur tncurrit. Trei 
cnim deos dicit, qui divfnitatein kpmt Trinitatis. Do 

Fide, cap. 1. Opera, vol. 4. p. 114. 

^ Audi Ifrae], dominus dcus tuus, deus unu$ eft. Quid 
nobis vultis facere duos, dm et duos dominos ? Dicitis 

dominum patrem, et deum patrem, dicitis dominum 
Chriilum et dcum Chrilium; interrogo, utrum ambo 
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the Arians as worfe than the SabeHi'ans. 
Theic/' fays he, did ill to join the 
divine perfons, but the ilriaas did worft 
to feparate them^/' 

It is alio with great juftice that the or- 
thodox expofed the dodrine of the Arians 
on the idea of a creature being capable of 
creating. Auftin fays, If Chrift was made^ 
he muft have been made by himfelf ; for 
without him was not any thing made 
" that was made ** If the power of 
God,'' fays Cyril of Alexandria, *^ cannot 
bq received by the nature of a creature, 
how can a Son created out of nothing be 
•* capable of this, according to youij:?" 

fimul unus fit ? Refpondetis, duo dfi : fupereft ut eis et 
templa et idola ladatis. Ck>ntia Max, Open, vol. 6. 

p. 6S3. 

* Quia et Sabellius male conjujixit» et Arriiu fceieia- 
tius fcparavU. Adv. Pent. p. 719. 

Koli putare factum cflc inter omnia : nam fi et ipfc 
fadus eft, non per ilium fada funt omnia; fed inter 
cetera fa€his eft ipfe* Ser. 3. Opera, fuppl. p. 32* 

:J: Verum fi capi non poterat Jci virtus a natura crca- 
turarum, quomodo creatus a nihilo Alius capax ejufdem 
fecundum vos eft ? Theiauras, lib. 4t cap. su Opera, 
vol. I. p. 265* 

Gregory 
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Gregory Nazianzen cmphattically fays, 
he is not God who is created ; nor can 
he be our mafter, who is our fcllow- 
fcrvant*. 

Athanafius fays, there is no created ma- 
kcr of all things. For all things were 
made by the logos ; but he could not make 
"all things if the logos himfelf had been 
^ made. Nor can angels create, being them- 
** felves created, though Valentinus, and 
Marcion, and Baiilides think fo, and you 
arc imitators of them -j-." 
He charges the Arians with divefting 
the Father himfelf of his divinity, by 
depriving him of his logos, and denying 
that he is properly a Father. After fpeak- 
ing of Arianifm as the worft of herefies, 
he fays, fome err in one refpeA, and 

* Ov ya§ ^eog to hIi(oia.evov% i<3f itffTtolmev ri «!fco3«Aqy, Or. 13 . 
p. 210. 

f Tttv yof yateptsmf iAr est voinlixov adiav * 'ona^at yaf ^mc t< 
Tvayu ysyam ' w 09 s^yoffetftsmi 1^ eoSk ra tffavlay & «^ aubt 0 
f^ey^ rw nhviuSw nit * itdk ya^ ah ayyi^ hfunfym ^wmSiat 

Hli<Tfjui ovieg not «/loi * fuxv OuaXEv}tv(^t km Mapxicofy Hat BiWjX£j5?ir, 
loiovla (pfQvoiai ' kcu vyxii aesmv ^riKulM T(7xayE?e. Concra 

Ariaaosi Or. 3- vol. i. p. 392. 

« others 
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others in another* Some, like the Jewi^ 

fky that the Lord was never incarnate. 
This alone, with great madners, attacks 
the divinity itielf I laying, that there it 
no logos, and th it God is no father 
But this argument feetns to afieft ihe uot*- 
tarians as much as the Arians. 

It was on the idea of the Arians letting 
up t*WQ principles of diviniiy^ and thereby 
ni .ki :^ more Gods than one, and of the 
8ab.eilians making no difference between the 
pcriuns of the trinity, that luc oriliodujL 
always reprefented themfelves (as I have 
obfcivcd) as holding the middle between 
two extremes. The idea occurs a thouiaod 
times in their writings* They are ooo* 
ilantly ^uat Jing their hearers ;igaiiUl a^n^ 
founding the perfons with Sabellins, or fc* 
paraiing thcin with Ariuf^ Thus Gregory 
Xazianzen fpcoks of the orthodox, as in 

110*7 tn 0(0^ Cf.'iK^ Ti'w^MBiit >4'fuea^ fija mm 

0glk tn hsf mdUim im. Cootra Ariaooi, Or. L Oper«t 
svl* t. p. 30O» 

I a middle 
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a middle way between Sabelliaaifm on 

the one hand> and AVianifm on the other, 

the former confounding the perfon^s, and 
** the latter dividing tlicin*/' 'Again, 
fpeaking of the fupreme power, he fays, 
•* it confilis of the cauje^ the demiurgus^ and 

the perfeSler^ I mean the Father, Son, and 
4i Holy Spirit ^ which are neither fo far 
" removed froui each other, as to be fepa- 
^* rated by nature, nor fo clofely united as 
•* to be circumicribed within one perfon. 

The former is the Arian atheifm, and 

the latter the Sabellian f." 

Oil this principle, he, as well as many 
Others, compares the Sabellians to Jews^ 
and the Arians to Gentiles. liidore Pelu- 

m ■ 

Ut^ofUf^ arafoi'nBf XaC&f^ iww 909nir»/M * itmgnfav tif r^ut 
flK^vto MM oa f(if Ta A^uH /btoKUfttv* Or. 29. Opcnit 

p. 4 89. 

f JLaKalM it n par ^oft mm a Tft^i 7mf fuytroii iTa(ku% ouw, 
MM %tf<nf7«» MM TMogpMtf. Til mtSfi Ktrm atoi twumi wn> ajMt 

h^tusmy ^ Ik ZoCcAMMMw ii9fM( ifiv. Or. 24. p- 428. 

fiota 
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iiota alfo fays, <^ Let this be faid, that Sa- 
'* beilius and the Jews may be filenced, and 

tl^ofe that AriuSy Eunomius^ and the 

Gentiles, may be demoliflied*/' 

The orthodojc Fathers were perpetually 
complaining of the diiiiculty they were in 
between the two extremes of . Arianifm and 
Sabellianifm, and of the addrefs which it 
required to keep clear of them both. Hi- 
lary is particularly pathetic on this fubje(5t. 
. I am always," fays he, in danger, al-^ 

ways in fear of falling into ftraits, or 
<^ caverns, or of being entangled in fnares. 

For when I preach, according to the law^ 
. the prophets, and the apoAles, that there 

is but one God, Sabellius is upon me, 
^* ready to feize upon me, and devour me 
** whole, as a mofl; delicious morfel \ but 

if, preaching againft Sabellius, I deny 
^< that there is only one God, and acknow- 
** ledge that the Son of God is truly God, 

* Ta /ufv rof nfiiktt nw £a^E^Ai(^ «ai Iit3^of 6«rir«fUff Wit 
lib. 3. Opera, p. 267. 

the 
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the new herefy waits for me, and tells* 
** me that 1 preach two Gods*/' 

Arianifm was always confidered as a Jie^w 
berejy^ and unitarianiftn as an old one. Ain« ^ 
brofe fays, that " the Arians were the anti- 
•* chrift intended by John, being the kft of 
** the hereiies, and drawing poifon from 
"them all f/V 

Theodoret having diilributed his work 
on heretical Jables into five parts, and hav- 
ing mentioned his treating firft of the fed: 
of the Gnoftics, then that of the unitarians, 
from Ebion to Photinus^ as holding oppo- 
fite opinions i then thofe who held middle 

* Mihi verjO) aut in auguftias decidere, aut in defofla 

incidere, aut plagis illaqueari, femper in periculo femptr. 
in metu eft. Praedicaturo cnim fecunduiii legem et pro- 
phctas et apoftolos unum deum, adeft mthi SabelUus, co- 
tum mc fub hujus verbi profeflionc, tanqiiam defidcratum 
cibum murru fucviiEnao tranfvoraiis. Nc^iitpm me rurfum, 
contra Sabeiiium, unum deum, et confitentpm verum deum, 
del filtum, expe£lat nova hafre{is,^ot a me duos dcos ac 
pracdicari. De Trinitatc, lib, 7. p. 131. 

t Ec Joannes dicit haereticos elTc anttchriftos Arianos 
utique defignans. Haec emm haercfts poft omncs hxreib 
cappit, ct cx ommhaer«ri vencna coUcgit. Opera, vol. 4. 
p, 143- 

opinions 
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opinions between them» fays, ^* In . the 
** fourth place I fliall explain the later 
herefies^ viz. thofe of Arius and Euno* 

I do not, indeed) find any fuch pretences 
to high antiquity made by the Arians, as 
the unitarians laid claim to. They only 
appeal to the language of the fcriptures, 
which all perfons interpret fo as to favour 
their own opinions, and fuch expreffions of 
the orthodox Fathers, efpecially Clemens 
Alexandrinus and Origen, as have been aU 
ready mentioned, and which I have ihewa 
to be fufficiently agreeable to the ortho- 
doxy of the age in which they lived ; th^ 
principles of which were very remote from 
thofe of Arianifm, 

One of the weak fides of the orthodox 
hypothefisy was the ftrefs that was laid upon 
the difference between generation and crea^ 
tion. From this the Arians had derived 
coniiderable advantage, efpecially with re- 

fYifM, Kou EvK^», x(u wai flU iHsivoi £f Mjff^oy. Opera, vol. 4. 

fped 
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fpedt to what is faid concerning wifdom in 
the book of Proverbs, In the tranflation of 
the feptuagint we read the Lord created 
me the beginning of bis waysy which certainly 
had the appearance of making this wifdom 
(or Cbriji^ fuppofed to be intended by it) 
a cnature . In what manner the orthodox 
' interpreted this palTage, fo as to evade the 
force of the argument, without rejeding 
the tranflation of the feptuagint, we have 
feen already. Here I fhall only obferve^ 
that, notwithilanding the diflike which the 
orthodox had for the tranflations of Aquila, 
Theodotion, and Symmachus, as being uni- 
tarians, they were glad to avail themfelves 
of their interpretation of this paflage. For 
they rendered it, the Lord possessed me 
the ieginning of bis ways, a rendering which 
is much approved by Eufebius 

♦ El 

vClnadio (MB a^xnif e3if £c. Theol. lib. 3. cap. a. p. 15a. 

Vol. IV. . That 
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That the word made does not always im- 
ply a proper cr eat ton, the ui ihoaox atlciiiptcd 
to prove from other paflagcs of fcripture ; 
and the extreme weaknels of their re'^fon- 
ing may ferve to fhcw how much they felt 
thcmfelves preffed by this argument. Cy- 
ril of Alexandria fays, We read that God 

is made a refuge, but this does not imply 
** that God was created That Carilt 
was only generated^ and not made^ AuiUn 
proves from its being faid, ** This day is 

bqrn ufrto us a Saviour^ not made Hi- 
lary alfo proves that Chrift was not made 
•* out of nothing, but was derived from the 

fubftancc of the Father, becaufe he faid, 

I came forth from the Fatbcr\.'* 

^ * Yx hSm eft xniht dominus in refugmm I Nunquid 
concedes faaum effc dcum. De Trinitate, lib. 4. Opera, 
vol. 2. p. 422* 

t ChriftttS non faaus fed natus eft, diceme angelo pafto- 
ribus, ecce natus eft vobis hodie falvator qui eft Chriftus 
dominus, Quciliones exN* T. 50. Ogpia, vol. 4. p. 735- 

t Quod dixit: ex patre cxivi, ct vcni, utrum ambigui- 
tateni reliquerit, quin intclligerctur non aliunde quam ex^ 
patre ciie.quod dcus eft. — A patre enim venifle, ct ex ilea 
exiffe^ non eft figniiicationis ejufdem ; et quantum intereft . . 

inter 
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That Chrid had a proper human fiul^ 
having the (ame affedions with the fouls of 
other men, the orthodox proved from our 
Saviour being faid io grieve, and to be in an 
agony, &c. Thus Athanafius,in anfwcr to the 
ApoUinarians, alledges Chrift being dijiurbed 
in f^irit. *' This," he fays, cannot arife 
either from the infenlible body» or thef un- 
changeable Godhead In another place 
he alledges, againft this part of the Ariari 
fyltem, that, according to it, the divinity niuft 
have fufFered and have rifen from the dead f*. 
" How can any one fay that the body of Chrift 
" was without foul, or without underftanding 

inter nafciet adefTe, tantum a fe uterque fermo difccrnitur: 
cum aliud dt a deo in fubftantia nativiutis exifTe, aiiud fit 
a patre in hunc muodum ad confuii^inanda falutis noflrae 
facramenca venifle. Lib. 6. p. io8« 

Dc Incarnatione, Opera, vol. i. p. 628. 
tA mf^cfpx$ "tHhtm* ibid. p. 635* ^ 

ci^z — Terrpo 
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— Terror, and grief, and anxiety, are aifec- 
tions of the foul ; labour, and ileep, and 
^* wounds are of the body, the weaknefs of 
^« the flefli Epiphanius alfo, in the 
fame controverfy» alledges, but with much 
lefs propriety, i Cpr. ii. 6. PFe have the 
mind of Cbriji -f-. Fulgentius argues, that 
if Chriii had had only a body, and not a 
foul, he could not have faved more than the 
bodies of men ; but having recovered the 
whole of the loft (heep, and not a part of it 
only, he infers that he was able to fave 
bothj:. He alfo cbferves that, if Chrift 

w7nof% MM T^wcris aufMilogx ffa^Hog off^tvnfio^, AnatbemaSi af* 
cribedto Gregory Thaumaiurgus, Opera, p. 6« 
i Ancoratus, fe&« 76* Operg, vol. a. p. 8i« 
i Quapropter cum error ifte animae iimul ifttetngatur, 
ct corporis, fi dei Rlius abfque ^ima rationali folam acce* 
pit hominis carnem, inferiocon partem illius ovis domum 
retulit, meliorem vero (quod abfit) errori perpetuo dereli- 
quit: nam man! fed um ell ^ quoniam hoc rerocavit, quod 
propriishumeris reporuvit : fi autem ipfe totam h profi* 
tetur ovem propriia humeris impofitam ieportaile» totua 
hooio cognofcatur in ChriAo : quoniam tunc eft hominis 
credenda rcdemptio; fi 1a ixliu dei fufcept onis humafiiCt id 
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had not had a human foul, there would have 
been nothing extraordinary in his being 
without iiQ, as the divinity cannot po£ibly 
fin*. That all the orthodox Fathers held 
that Chrift had a proper human foul, as well 
as a human body, I have produced abundant 
evidence. Vol. 2» p. 198. 

Laftly, Athanafius urges the Arians with 
the conformity of their principles to thoiTe 
of the Gnoftics, on the idea that, according 
to them, Chrift was* a being of the fame 
nature with, the angels. ** If," fays he, 
•* the Son be not of the things that are 
made, but of the Father's eflence, the 
reafoning of the Arians concerning the 
word made is foolifh ; and if they im- 
pudently alTert that it is ufed only by 
way of comparifon, and that things coni* 



efl:, ovis illius repprtatae, non defuit plenitudo. Ad Tra- 
fimundum, lib. i. cap. lo. p. 451. 

* Nam ft dei filius animam biimanam in camis fufeep. 
tione non habuit, et hoc beatus Petrus de ejus creditur 
divinitate dixiilc, quid eft, quod pro magno in laudem di« 
dtur GSuriili I Quia divinitas ejus immuiits efle potuit a 
labe peccati, cum dei fit proprium, non folum non peccaie, 
£pd etiam a peccato falvare. Ibid, cap, 12. p. 45^, 

3 « pared 
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*' pared muft be fimtlar, fo tha^thc Son 
mult be of the fame nature with theaa- 
•* gels, they ought to be ihe more *i£hamed, 
as adopting the opinions of Valentinus, 
Carpocrates, and other heretics^ of whom 
the former faid, that the angels were of 
the fame nature with Chriil, and the 
latter, that angels were the makers of 
the world* j^ot they mull have learned 
of them to compare the logos of God 
with the aogels. But they who ima* 
^* gine fuch things are put to lhame by 
the Pfalmift, who fays. Who among the 
Sons of God is like unto the Lord; who 
** among the gods is like uaio thcci O 
" Lord • ?" 

Mfthats tigfia^ ra fim * km 3la tb2» ctwei to mffH^ivofxtvaquymi 

»rt T09 tnw riK tw aS^fihm urn pvffw^, cua-xw^yvrovim fiiv 'Wfovy*- 

0 h Ka^oH^cSns oirc^f TV intfyw h/w^ am pmn . 'Wf mSim 
yof w«5 ficM^ Mat ffvyKfmtfft rwru^ ^oyovToi; ofyoov " 

Con. Ar. Or. 2. 363. 

SEC- 
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SECTION V. 

General Obfcrvations on the Arian Con^ 

troverjy. 

npHUS have I given the beft view that 
' I have been able to coUedl of the 
principles on which the Arian controverfy 
i/vas condudled in early times; and the 
foUovtring circumilances clearly prove, that^ 
notwithftanding the advantage which the 
Arians derived from the conceffions and 
abfurdities of their antagonids, their doc«* 
trine was really % nwel one. «Alltbeor^ 
thodox Fathers before the age of Ariiia 
confidered the logos which made the world, 
and which was the medium of all the dir 
vine communications to the patriarchs, as 
having been the proper attribute of the 
Father^ and therefore uncreated. They aifo 
all fuppofed that Chrift had a human fouf; 
as well as a human body/ and that the logos 
was united to the man^ and not to the body 
only. 

CL4 The 
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The Arian dodtrine) therefore, that Chrift, 
or the logos^ was a created luper-aDgelic 
fpirit, the creator of the world, aad the 
medium of the divine communications to 
the patriarchs, &c. (which all the Arians 
of that age believed ; for, as I have more 
than once obfcrved, they all transferred to 
their created logos^ whatever had been fup* 
pofed to have been the oihce of the uncre^ 
ated one) and that this great fpirit animated 
the body of Jefus in the place of a humsCa 
ibttlt was altogether a novel dodrine, and 
not older than the age of Arius himfelf. 

As to the dodtrine of. Chriil being a pre- 
exiftent fuper-angelic fpirit, and not the 
creaf^or of the world, or not the medium of 
the divine communications to the patri- 
archs, it is much more novels probably 
not older than a fingle century. In the 
iasne predicament alfo is the notion that 
the great powers of this fuper-angelic fpirit 
were in a ftate of fufpenfion, fo that while 
upon earth he was reduced to the conditio^ 
of a mere human foul j a ftrange notion, 
iK^hich nothing but the moii infup^rable 

difficulties 
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difficulties attending the original Arian hy- 
pothecs^ could have led any man to adopt* 

That the Arian dodrine, in any form, 
was not older than the age of Arias, is an 
inXuperable objcdion to its truth, or to its 
being the dodrine of the fcriptures. For 
they were always admitted to be the rule of 
faith by all chrillians. And certainly thofe 
who lived neareft to the age of the apof- 
ties, for whofe ufe the books of the New 
Tcftament were written, and who had not 
the difficulties that we labour under, of 
learning foreign languages, and inveftigating 
ancient cuftoms and ancient idioms, to em- 
bar rafs and miilead them, muft have been 
better qualified to underftand the true fcnfe 
of fcripture than we are. Can that, then, 
be the true fcnfe of fcripture (how much 
foever we, with all the prejudices of edu« 
cation about us, may fancy it to favour any 
particular hypothefis) which, it is evident, 
no peribn in the three firft centuries put 
upon it ? This coniideration ought cer- 
tainly to check the confidence of thofe who 
are ever fu well fatished that their dodtriu^ 

is 
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ifi taught in the fcriptures* 'Much more 
ought it to ftagger thofc whufc opinions 
had no exiftence before the reformation » 
which is the cafe with many of the modern 
Arians« 

On the contrary, it cannot be denied^ 
that the great body of the common people 
in early times were properly unitarians^ 
that their dodlrine exifted and prevailed in 
the time of the apoftles, and that they had as 
great a veneration for the books of the New 
Teftament as we can have at this day; and 
yet they n^ver found in them that dodirine 
of the prc-exiltence of Chrift, which many 
now think to be clearly and repeatedly 
taught in them. This is certainly an argu- 
ment of great weight in favour of the uni^ 
tarian interpretations of thofe particular 
tcixtSfWhichy according to their literal mean- 
in g, feem to favour the do(^trine of pre- 
exiftence, and ought to lead us to fuijpecl, 
that it is owing to nothing but our early 
prejudiced, that fuch interpretations, on the 
'firft propoikl of them, appear unnatural* 

It 



Digitized by Google 



Ch AP. !• Of the Arian CQtitrowify. ^35 

It is pretty remarkable that the common 
people feem to have taken little or no part in 
the Arian controverfy. For a long time at 
leail, it was cunfined to the bidiops and 
clergy^ Indeed, the Arian do&rine was of 
fuch a nature, that it was- not likely to 
intereft the common people, who were then 
generally unitarians. They who had been 
accuftomed to coniider the logos as nothing 
more than the wifdom and power of God 
(which, we have feen, was the caiib with all 
the ancient unitarians) could not be liip- 
pgfed to take any part in a debate, in which 
the difputants on both fides agreed that the 
iogos was a per/on^ and the di&rence be* 
tween them was, whether he was created^ or 
uncreated. 

Neither does it appear that the Ariaii 
doctrine ferved as an intermediate flage, by 
which the common people, who were uni- 
tarians, were bfought to the trinitarian doc^- 
trine, which was univerfally prevalent in af* 
ter ages \ though this would not {tcm to be 
improbable, as it is very common at this 
day for pcrfons to pafa from Athanaiianifm 

1 to 
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to Ariantfrn^ and then from Arianifm to pros- 
per Unitarianifm. 

It is evident, from the writings of Eafil, 
and^ efpecially from his letters, that the 
odium he lay under was chiefly with the 
common people, and that they were unita^ 
rians % and there are many other marks of 
the more ignorant of the common people 
being unitarians in a very late period, bujt 
none that 1 have found of their being gene- 
rally^ Arians. Indeed, there was too much 
p{ fhilojopby in the Arian dodrine for the 
common people to enter into it. What a 
prophet vi2S^ a prophet mighty Jn word and 
deed^ they could underftand ; but the doc- 
trine of a created logos, a created creator^ muft 
have appeared ftrange to them; though,' 
perhaps, not quite fo much fo as that of a 
perjonified attribute. 

That the Arian dodlrine gave no more 
fatisfa&ion to the learned unitarians than 
that of the orthodox, may be concluded 
from the peculiar animofity with which the 
Arians alvi^ays purfucd the unitarians, as we 
lee in the writings of Eufebius againft Mar- 

cellus. 
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cellus, andin the perfccution of Photiaus, 
which was carried on chiefly by Arians. 
The fame may alia be inferred from the 
orthodox of that age fpeaking more favour- 
ably of the unitarians than they do of the 
Arians. 

Nor ts this fo much to be wondered at ; 
for^ befides the refped: with, which unita* 
rianifm would be treated as an ancient doc^ 
trincy and ilill held by the generality of the - 
common people, the Athanalians thought at 
kaft that they were agreed with the unita- 
rians in an article which was. deemed to be 
of much more confequence in that age than 
it was afterwards^ which was the preferv«. 
ing of the unity of God* This the Athana* 
fians maintained that they did, by fuppofing 
the logos to be what the unitarians laid it 
was, viz. tie wifdom and power of God the 
Father^ differing from them only with re- 
fpc£t to its perfonification. On the* other 
hand, it has been fcen, that they conlidered 
the Arians as abfolutely polyihcijls^ holding 
the dodtrine of t'wo Gods i from which 
charge, while the Arians confidcr Chriii 

as 
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as the maker of the worlds and the objeS of 
prayer^ I do not fee how they caa excul- 
pate themfelves. No doubt, however, m 
great part of the animoiity of the orthodox 
againft the Arians, arofe from the oppoii- 
tion they met with from them; there 
being more men of learning among the 
Arians than among the unitarians. 

It is much to be lamented that there are 
no remains of any contruverly between the 
ancient Arians and unitarians, efpecially of 
the conference between Photinus and Baiii 
of Ancyra. This would, no doubt, have 
thrown much more light than we now have 
on the fubjedl of thefe differences, and on 
the ftate of ancient opinions in general. 



CHAP* 
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CHAPTER II. 
OJ the Neftorian Controverfy. 

TH E opinion of Neftonus being 
nearly allied to that of the ancient 
unitarians, it may not be improper to give 
fome account of it, and of the controverfy . 
that v/as occanoned by it. 
The mafter of Neftoiius was Theodorus, 
bifhop of Mopfueftia, who is faid to have 
held the fame opinion before him *. From, 
what Facundus has faid in his juftification,.. 
it llaould feem that he was more properly 
^n unitarian, fuch as Photinus was. But it 
is probable, that their doctrine was fo much 
alike; that few perfons in that age thought 
there was much difFerence between them; 
and Theodorus is laid to have had bis in* 
ftrudioQ from Diodorus, biihop of Tarfus, 
while he was a prefbyter at Antioch +. 

' ftfy©-. Photii. Bib. fe6l. 39* p. 23. 

i Lardner, Credibility, vol. 9. p- 3jii^ 

Upon 
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240 OJ the l^ejlorian Controverjy. Book IV. 

Upoa the condcaiuatloa oi Neilorius, 
his partifans, not being able to avail them- 
felvcs of his writings, publiilied thofe of 
Theodorus, in the Greek, Syrian, Arme- 
nian, and Perfian languages ; alfo an epiftle 
of Ibas, biibop of Edeila, and feme pieces of 
Theodoret, which they thought favourable 
to them« Theie were generally denominated 
the three chapters ; and it was thought ne- 
ceiSary to hold a particular council for the 
purpoic of condemning them *• The fame 
is obferved by Juilinian himfdf, in his epif* 
tie-J-. The Ncftorians ftill preferve the 
writings of Theodorus with great care, and 
confider him as a iaint of the firft rank 

There muH have been fomething very 
popular in the dodrine of Neftorius. Juf- 

* See the preface to the works of Juftidan, &c« by 
' Bandini. 

Vol. I. p. 6. 

t Molheim's Hift. voL I. p. 208. Jortia'« Remarks, 
vol. 4- P* a88. 

tiniaa 
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tinian fays, that he drew many into error 
ProcloSy in an epiftje to the Arnaenians, 
A. D. 435, in which he condemns the er- 
rors of Neftorius and Theodorus of Mop<^ 
fueilia, did not, as Cave fays, mention the 
name of Theodoras, left he fhoald too 
much ofiend the Armenians, to whom his 

memory was dear t. 
Socrates fays, that Neftorius was ac* 
cufed by many as making Chriil a mere 
man, and as introducing the opinion of 
V Paulus Samofatenfis and . Photinus into 
^< the church Marius Mercator. alfo 
confidered the hcrefy of Neftorius as *f ia 
^* part that of Paulus Samofatenfis, in part 
that of Ebion, that of Marceil^s of An^ 

^^(993iit 3k raw 07iC«y ^mfoW^Bm maknt. £ptlL 
p. 124. 

' f Anno 435<, data ad Armeno$ epiftola, Nedorii ct 
Theodori MopfueHem errores damnavit, mtaAo tame^ 
Theodori nomine, ne' Armenos, quibuscara erat illius 

memoria,.nimis offisnderet. Hiiioria Lit^r^ri^ yoL u 
p. 423. 

i^v EiM>yi<nay «7<yv. Lib. 7« cap^ 3a. p* 381, 

Vol. IV, R cyra. 
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" cyra, and Photinus*/' And Thcodo- 
irus de Hbaita faysy that Theodorus of 
Mopfueftia held Chrift to be a mere man, 
who» by the grace of God, deferved to be 
called God f/' " The Neftorians/' fays 
Cyril of Alexandriay called Chrift bma 
*^ deiferus^ a man bearing a God :};"-^** a maa 
aftuated and impelled by the deity, and 
that he worked miracles by a power not 
his own § and that '* the fonfliip 
and divinity of Chrift .belonged to the 
logos only He likewife fays, that 

Meftoritts afcribed the title of Jon of God 
in one fen|e to th^ logoSj and in another 

* Aut cui eft, vd fbit, ?el erit aliquando poffibile, pei- 

(crutari omnia, et omnia commemorare, quibus probetur 
non novella hunc, fed vetere, partim Pauii Samofateni, 
partim Ebionis, partim Marcelli Galatae, et Pliotim eft 
cum impietate difiortum* £pift. p* 50* 

f Qyt et per gradus promovens, accepta a deo gratia 
jpromenik nomiiiari deus> Bib. Pat. voU 8. p. 6^i« 

X Si quifquam Chriftum dcifcrum hominem audit di- 
cere, et non magis deum fecundum ventat)ei|if anatlf^ 
maefio. Epift. vol. ^. p, 26* 

% Ibid. 

J IJ»d.p,.sr. 

^•fenfc 

■ ■ * 
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ienfe to him that was born of a woaiai>^,". 

meaning the one by nature^ and the other by 
' adoption. According to Caffian, Neftorius 
iaid» it was the Spirit that made Chriik 
** formidable to demons According 
to Theophylaa, Neftorius faid« that Chriit 
** was deified after his refurredion 41 
meaning probably, that he recdved power 
and glory as a God^ in coafeq.uence of hif 
fufferings, which was the doArine of the 
proper unitarians. 

On the other hand, if we may depend 
on Marina Mercator, Neftorius denied that 
his dodtrine was the fame with that of Pait^ 

* 

lus Samofatenfis and Photinus^ as they held 

* NeAorim fimulat quidem in exegefibnt full dicere fe 

quod unus filius, ct unus dominus, fed fiJiationem ac do- 
minatloneiu ad folum dei verbum refert.«~^Non iicut 
Neftorids^qni alias deo Terbo feparatiin,. alias ei qui et 
muliere fit, tanquam alteri filio, adfcribtt. Epifl. p. 52. 

t Dicis quoque quod fpiritus eum fecerit daemonibut 

metueodum. De Incarnatione, lib. cap. 19 « Opera, 
p. iiir. 

• X^^* In Johiif cap. 6« vol. I. p. 648. 

R % that 
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that Chrift had no divinity at all*. He 
faid» " it was a calumny by which he was 

charged with averting that Chrift was a 

mere man i for that he was God and manf.** 
According to Cafllan, alfo, Neftorius faid 
that ^' Chrift was not a man as Adam 

was And if we may prefunie that there 
is a faithfnl reprefentation of the principles 
of Neftorius in the dialogue of Maxentius, 
who fays» that ^* he fuppofed the word of 
^* God to have been united to Chrift in the 

womb of the virgin ||/' he did not in fa£t 

differ from the orthodox^ except in words. 
But he is much more generally reprefented 

as approaching to an unitarian. 

* 3ic e.t qu^s apoftolorum Amt prxdigibisy et haeretico- 
mm pfiideiilttr rfugies, ct msxiine quae fiint Samofateiu 
FauU atque Photlni, quae tu fcire confingens, prorfus ig- 
noras. Nam Paulus et Fhptinus ncsfcipnt iilii deitatcm* 
Opera, p. 79* 

t Sed non nudos }iomo Chriitus, O caluiiuiiator, Ted 
tomo fimul et deus. Ibid, p* 6 1 1 

t De Incarnatione, lib. 7. cap. 6. p. 1093. 
I Qjiia antequam aafcereturi non erat qui Eeret domiqus, 
use pofteaqmm patus dl« hBxa eft dominiis, fed in ipfa 

prorfus vulva unitione dui faclus cil dominus. Bib« 
JPat, vd. 5, p. 53a. . 

Clycas 
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Glycas fays that Neftorius confidered 
Cbrift as a mere xnan> who received th« 
Spirit at his baptifxn*. Juftinian, quot- 
ing the words of Theodorus, reprefenta 
him as fayiiig^ ''It is aUurd to fay that 
<« God was born of a virgin ; for what 
'^18 that but to iay that he was of the 
feed of David, made of the fubftance 
of the virgin^ and formed in her f/* 
This is of a piece with the remarkable ipeech 
of Neftorius, and fix others^ at the council 
of £phefus» '* We cannot call him a God 
•* who is only two or three months old J.". 

turn mhk m^mtarm tw xfi^ l^^fpium^ mcu tv etula tu ^cvxhff^iak 

3. p. 245. 
i En 

XfTuir • Tiffo yof if9b fnv, nm(m^fJialoi etMm >rjftm iWiCiti 
£ptft. p* 38. 

pt. 4« p. 261* 

R3 
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It (hould kcm, however, that Neftorius 
would not exprefsly fay, that Chrijl was not 
God, but only that what was born of Mary 
was not fo. But his enemies drew the 
inference for him; "They," fays Jufti- 
nian, who do not acknowledge that the 
•* wojJ of Cod was made flefli, plainly 
make Chrifl to be a mere man« and to 
be the Son of God by favour only, ac- 
cording to the herefy of Neftorius, and 
his mafter Theodorus*/' 
Caifian more particularly compares the 
opinions of Ncftorius and thofe of the unita- 
rians, faying, " They maintain that Chrift 
was a man born of Mary, and thou the 
fame. They iay that Chrift was made a 
*^ Saviour at baptilm, thou that he became 
•« the temple of God in baptifm. They do 
^* not deny that he was made God after his 
fufFerings. Thou denieft that he was 

J 

/ 

Aiya* £piA. p. 14, 

*'fo 



Chap. II. Of tbeNefiorianComroverfy. 247 

fb even after his afcenfion This was 
making him more heretical than^the unita- 
rians. But then Caffian had no authority 
for Xaying that the unitarians held that 
Chrift was God, in any proper fcnfe of 
the word, after his fufferings. Indeed, if 
he was not God before, it was impoflible 
that he ftiould become fo afterwards. 

From all thefe circumftances, it is poflible 
that Neftorius might confider C6r^ to have 
been as much a mere man as the proper uni- 
tarians did, till after his baptifm ; after 
which he faid that the logos (whom he 
perhaps coniidered as the iecond perfon in 
the trinity) was united to him, fo that from 
this time he was the fame compound being 
that the orthodox fuppofcd him to be, 
Juftinian fays, that *• Neftorius diftin- 

guiihed Ood the word from Cbrijl a mere 

* lUi fotitarium hominem ex Maria natum adferunt, et 
cu idem. IIH fervatorem aiunt per liaptifma Chriftum 
cfle faduin« tu in baptifmo tempium dei fa^m. liii cum 
deum Hon negant ^um poft paffionem, tu liegas eum 

etiam poft afcenfionein. De Incarnation^) lib. 6. cap. 14. 
p« 1066. 

R 4 . man^ 
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248 Of ibe Neftorian Conir&virfy. Book IV, 

man, and afcribcd to the man only ail 
the low things that were faid of him*/* 
But it will appear by his own arguments 
in defence of his principles^ that whatever 
he might occafionally give out, he differed 
very little from the unitarians* 

It is fome tiling remarkable thatj as the 
Pelagians were charged with being unita- 
mns^ or Neftorians ; fo the Neftorians are 
liJ^ewiie charged witli being Pelagians, af- 
ferting, that Adam and Eve were created 
V mortal^ and that none of their pollerity 
receive any injury from their tranfgref- 
fion-f*.'^ They who held this do&rine 

MM fMviii 7u av^^oTFu 7af ronrtiva OTrmfinfftv, Epiii. p. "jo, 

t Quaeftio contra catholicam iidem apud nonnullos 
Syrorum, et prxcipue in Cilicia, a Theodoro quondam 
cpifcopo oppidi Mopfueiieni jamdudum mota, nunc 
ufque pen«i faucos eoram adioodum roditur, nec ea pa- 
lam profcTtiir fed abipfis qui de ea fornicantur, veliit ca- 
tholicis, intra ecdcfias interim retinentur, progenitorea 
videlicet humant generis Adam et £vam mortales a deo 
creates, nec quemquam poflerorum fui prxvaricatione 
. tranrgrc& iseiiire, fed dbl uotum uocuilTe, feque mandati 
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are here fuppofed to have been in the 
church. And yet there arc extant in the 
tranflation of Mercator» fome feraK>n$ of 
Neftorius againft Pelagius*. 

If we confider the arguments that Nefto* 
rlus is repreiented as making ufe of in the 
defence of his principles, we ftiall not find 
that they differed at all from thofe of the 
unitarians. It is not even abfolutely certain 
that he made any trinity in the godhead, or 
that he held the dodirine of the perfonifi* 
cation of the logos. He certainly did not , 
think that there was any proper divinitj 
in Chrift, till after his birth, or indeed be^ 
fore his baptifni. 

According to Cyril of Alexandria, Nefto- 
rius faid, How can he, who cannot be 

comprehended, be confined in the womb 
** of a virgin + Urging the .words of 
the gofpel. The book of the generation of Jefus 

reos apud deum fcciile, alterum penitus hullum. Mar. 
Mercatom Common itorluin, p; 1. 
♦ Opera, p. 119, &C, 

t Quomodo qui comprehendt nequk in ittero virginta 
«iamprehenro8 eft. De Incarnationa, vol* 2. p. 66. 
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Cbrift^ the Jon of DaviJ, the fan of Abraham^ 
he faid, It is plain that God the word was 

not the fon of David According to 
Marius Mercator, Neftorius faid, that " they 
*^ who faid that Mary brought forth a God 

gave occaiion to the Pagans to reproach 
' " chriftianity -f-." Cailian lays, that Ncf- ^ 
tori US aflerted^ with refped; to the virgin 
Mary, that no perfon could bring forth 

another older than herfelf % \' and that 

no creature could bring forth any thing 

• Liber, inquit, generationi^ Jefu Chrifti filii David 
filiiAbrahae. Manifeftum vero eft^ quod deus verbum non 
fuerit filius Davidis. £p. vol. 2* p. 2r. 

f Qui deum fimplicitur dicit de Maria natum, primo 
omnium nobilitatem gentilibus proftituit dogmatis, atque 
exponens in medium, vituperandum id ridendumque pro* 
ponit* Statim enim paganus, cum reprehenfione acci- 
plens, quia de Maria deus natus eft, infert adverfos chrif- 
tianum. Neceflario enim qui dicit fimiliter de ftifaria Da- 
tum deum, et non ilium conjun^bne duarum naturanim^ 
4ivin« fciiicet et human«» efle reputaverit, audiet ; ego 
natumet mortuum deum et fepultum adonireiioa^ueo; 
Opera^ P* 7©- . ^ 

X Nemo enim, inquis, antiquiorem fe parity DoJiicar- 
nationc, lib, 2. cap. 2 p» 973. ^ 

•3' • unlike 
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unlike itfeif With this view he al- 
ledged, John ii. i . 7bal which is born of the 
flejhisfep^. 

Like the proper unitarians^ Neflorius ar-- 
gued from Chrift being called a man ; as . 
from Paul faying. By man came deatb^ and by 
man came alfo the refurreSiion of the dead\ ; 
and from his being called a cbiid^ Take tiMf 
cblld and bi4 mother^ and Jke into Egypt §. 
jlgainjl thy holy child Jefus^ Herod and Pon^^ 

* Quod dtffiqiiUm fibi ra quaelibet parere noo poiEt* 
De Incamadone, lib. a* cap, a^ p* 1CS9* 

\ Cum deus dicat, quod de came natuoi caro eft, 
quod autem natum eft de fpiritu^ fpiricus eft,; quomodo 
puerum natum ex foemina non unitione, fed natura, dcuin 
^eris ? Maxentius in Bib. l^at. vol. 5. p. 521. 

X Qt^ioniam enim inquis, per hommem rooni» ideo eC per 
bominem refurre^io mortuoiunii^ CaiSan De Incarna- 

• a 

tiofiey lib. 7. cap« 7. p. 1095. 

§ Telle, inquit, puerum ct matrem ejus, ct fuge in 
<£g7ptuai, futuium eft enim, ut Uerodes quxrat perdcre 
puerum. £t nurfus : defiindt func omnes, qui qucrebant 
animam pueri. Nunquid nam di£lum eft. Defun6li 
fuAt« qui qusrebant antmam dei ? Aut : toile deum et 
fuge in Egyptum ? Maxentius in Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p; 
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■ 

iius Pilate have conjpired*. He likewife 

urged the abfurdity of fuppofing the logos 
lo have been fuckled, and to increafe ia 
wifdom-f-. 

According to Caifian, Neftorius likewife 
argued from Chriil being faid to be jujiified 
, in the fphit 

Theodorus, who preceded Neftorius, faid» 
that being baptized into the name of Chrifl: 
was no more a proof that Cbrift was God^ 
than being baptized into the name of Mofes 
is a proof that be was God ; as we learn 
from an extract from a book of hi$» pro- 
duced at the council of Confiantinople, 

^ Convencrunt enim vexe in civitate iib advcrfum fane- 
turn puenim tuum f efum quem unxifti, H«rodes et Pontius 
Pibtus. Maxentius, in Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p. 520. 

f Neceflc eft enim eos qui appropriationis nomen ita 
vexant, ct in diverfum trahunt, deum vcrbum participem 
conftituere ladationiS) et incremeiiti paulatim accepti> timi- 
dftatiique tempore paflkuus declaratae, &c. Cyril of Alex- 
andria, £p. Opera, vol. 2* p* ai* 

X Jam primiim enim hoc quod ais, quia juftitia reple<- 
▼«rit quod creatum eft ; et hoc apoftolico vis teftimonio 
<:omprobare, quod clicat, apparuit in carnc, juftificatus eft 
in Tpiritu* De Incarnationet lib. 7* cap. x^p^ii lo. 

A. D. 
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A. D. 553*. He likewife faid that Tho- 
mases exclamation. My Ltn^d and my God^ 
was no acknowledgment of the divinUy of' 
Chrifl, but an expreflion of praife to God 
for raifing up Chrift from the de^ f . 
Thefe are properly unitarian arguments. 

Neftorius evidently confidered Chrift as 
being a mere man in his TuiFerings. He 
faid he knew no God the word, the maker 
^ of all things^ . who was impailible^ invi- 
fible, and unalterable, and not to bq cir- 
cUmfcribed, luiFering death on the cro/&» 
on a vile piece of wood J/' In reply to 

. * Ejafdem Theodori ex commento quod eft in 9SA% 

apoftolorum, libro primo, in quo elicit, quod baptizari in 
nomine Jefu Chrifti, fimile eft fcripto illi, quod baptiaaii 
funt in Moyfe, et vocari cbriftianoSt fimile eft illi, quod ' 
vocantur Platonici, et Epicurei, ct Manichxi, et Marcio« 
niftse ab inventoribus dogmatum. Binnii Concilia, vol. a. 

+ Thomas quidem cum fic credidifTet, dominus men? ct 
deus meus, dicit, non ipfum dominum cc deum dkcns 
^non entm reTurrcdionis fcientia docebat et deum efib eusi 

qui refurrexit) fed quad pro miraculoio Ucio deum col- 
laudatV-%id. 

v.. X Quomodo deus ve rbum omnium conditor, impalpa* 

bilis, invifibilis, inaJterabilifque, el circumlcriptioneiii nun 

fuftineos, 
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this language of Neflorius, his antagoniH 
fcrupled not to talk in a ftyle^that nothing 
.but the heat of controverfy would have ltd 
him to adopt. I anfwer/* fays he, that 
<^ the word of God fufiered death on the 
«\crofs, in his own flefli, that he naight 
<^ deliver us from death and corruption 
But when he explained himfelf, he only 
meaat that the divine logos, without adu- 
ally feeling any pain, only appropriated to 
itfelf the fufFcrings of the body to whiclj 
it was united, as has been explained before* 
If this account of Neltorius's principles 
and mode of reafoning may be depended 
upon, he did not in fad differ frdm the 
unitarians ^ and the popularity of his Aoo 
trine, and the fpread of it in the eaft, may 
be conhdered as a proof of the leaning that 
the common people ilill had for their ori- 
ginal principles. Sandius fays^ It is^eafy 

rafliQcns, in vili ligno crucem paflus eft ct mortem ? Rc- 
Ijpondeot Verbum dei mortem et crucem in propria came 
paiTum efTe dicimus, ut nos smorte et comipttone liberaret. 
C^ril of Alexandria, De bicar. Opera, vol. a* p. 66* 
• Ibid. 
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to prove that there arc five times more Nefi. 
torians than papifls. Hiil* p. 119. They 
were probably in all pans of Europe, as 
well as in Alia. It appears from the pro« ^ 
ceedings of the council of Hifpalis^ A, D. 
657, that there were both Ncllorians and ' 
Butychtans in Spain at that time^« . . 

If we conlider the anfwers that were made 
td Neftorius, we ihall find that his oppo- 
nents went upon the fame principle that 
they would have done in anfwering Paulus 
Samofatenfis or Photinus ; except that hit 
making a trinity in the divine Being laid 
him open to fome attacks^ to, which the 
proper unitarians were not expofed. 

Cailian treated him as a proper unitarian^ 
wheo» in reply to him, he faid, There 

* Terda decima profecutione breviter namndum pata* 

vimus, ad refutationem corundem ha-reticoruni qui duas 
aaturas Chrifli poft unioncm delirantes confundunt, etpaf- 
fibiiem in eo divinitatis fubftantiam afierunt. Contra quo- 
rum blafphemias oportet nos in una perfona Chriftt ge- . 
minae naturae proprietatetn oftenderc, paflioncmque ejus in 
fola humanitatis furceptioae manifeilare , ut fi forte aliqui 
ftuteorum, hujus fententiae errore dcceptl funt, dura iila 
legerintt refipifcant, re£beque fidet veritatem iirmiter te- 
n^dXiU Binnii Concilia, vol. 2. pc. 2. p. 329. 

• will 
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will be no difference between Chrift and 
^* the faints^ as they had God in them ^ 
and fo did Theodoret, when he faid, that 

Neftorianifm is a denial of the whole 
« CBconomy of the Son of God ; fince it 

was not God who undertook it ; for the 

logos did not empty itfelf, nor aiTume the 
' ^ form of a flave/' Opera, vol. 5. p. 57. 
On the fame principle Cyril of Alexandria^ 
in anfwer to Neftorius, fays, If Chrift 

was a mere man, how could his death 
** profit us On the. fame princi- 

ple alio an orthodox bifhop in Zouaras, 
charged Neftorius with worihipping a 
man X, 

But Neftorius being fuppofed to hold 
that there was a proper ^on of God in the 
trinity expofed him to the objedion of 

* Hoc modo ergo nihil inter eum et omnes qui fuerunt 
lan£los homines tSt aiTcris ; quia omnes utique fan&i ho* 

tniiics deum in fe babuerunt. iJc lacaniatione, lib. 5. cap^ 
3. p. 1021 . 

i* £1 & ov^fonro; !» mm 0 Z(Huim(Kt ««cay v^&amrt rmmr* 
Bfurn ^imf 9 ondfusnr. ^amhs* Binnii Concilia, vol* pt» 

a. p. '15- 

making 
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making two Cbriju^ aod two Sons of Gcd^ 
of which great advautagc "was ukca by his 
opponents*. Theodoret, who was thought 
at one time to favour NciloriuSt £&ys> that 
he fell under the lame cenfure, Becaule 
he faid that there were two natures in 
Chrift, they dui^cd him with liolding 
that there were two Sons-f*. Cyril iays. 

If there be two Sons of God^ how 
" is the faith one, and baptifin one, and 
^' into which of them arc we baptifed^: 

In coiiicqiicnLC of making tvvu natures 
in Chrift, which was faid to be making 
two CJbnju, Neftorius was charged with 
holding a quaiernity, inftcadofa /t/ii/>^||» 
This quaUrnity^ con6fted of the three per- 

• Annon atquc maiiikftifliinc duos cflc ChriOos dlcit. 
Cyril AkxanUria, Epiil. Opera, vol. a. p. 48* 

iu^vrkn mvi* Epili. l^^,0^ciiy vol. 3. p. 1023. , 

Bumii CoQciiia, vol. 1. pt. i* p. 45* 

I Qiia proptm trmittfem non qvttemkatein sdonmos* 
Cjnl of Akxandmi Uocn. Opcnit vol. a* p. 73. 

■ Vol. IV. S font 
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fons ia the orthodox trinity^ one of which 
was the logos, or the Son, and the fourth 
wa$ Jefus who was bora of the virgin. 

Had Neflorius contented himfelf with 
faying that there were tnoo Mtares in Chrift, 
there would have been nothing in his doc« 
trine that coUld juftly have offended th^ 
orthodox of his age 1 but it was his not 
making a fufficiently perfed: and infeparable 
union between the divine and human nature 
of Chrifty that gave the offence. The 
orthodox fuppofed that the hypojiatical union, 
as it was afterwards called, commenced at 
the moment of the exiftence of the human 
nature, or the very inftant of the concep- 
tion of Jefus in the womb, and that it was 
never afterwards dilTolved, not even by the 
reparation of the foul and body of Chrift 
by death. Whereas Neftorius confidered 
Jefus as having been a mere man till the 
Spirit of God came upon him at his bap« 
tifm ; and alfo that he was a mere man in his 
fufierings and death. Perhaps they thought 
that after Jefus was grown to be a complete 
man, it was too l^e for the bypoftatical union 

3 
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to Cake place. Otherwife, as all depended 
upon that mion^ it could not, 00c would 
imagine, have been thought to be of iDuch 
cooiequcnce at what time that unioo took 
place. But as 1 hcudorus is qooted by 
Juftinian, he did not make a fufficiently 
pcrfed udIou between the divine |nd hu- 
man nature of Chrift. For he compared 
it to the union between man and wife*." 
Jufiinian had juft before obrcrvcd, that 
Theodorus ufed the term nature^ when he 
ought to have ufcd perjon -f*. 

It 18 not to my prefent purpofe to 
take any notice of the doctrine Eutychca^ • 
who, in oppofition to the Ncftorian doc- 
trine, of two natures in Chrift, held that 
he had only one nature. Both he and 
Apollinarios are fiud to have had an opinion 
with refped to the body of Chrift» the 
fao^e With that of ibme of the Gnoilics, 

Tt mA m 9iPf( #ua« kvb^mv ca tuu nt^i fi«dk< xa^oi 

tit MMsc MyoTt Ti mkA un ^to Wftn&Bt am! it 

Tift ^V9tm 3<airfg«fiiyaff. £pifl> p. 74. 

wm >0rvria* I Ibid. 

S Z viz. 
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. viz. that it came from heaven, and was not 

derived from his mother. This opinion 
is afcribed to him, as well as to Valentinus, 
and Marcion, by Vigilius Martyr^. It ap- 
pears that the orthodox of that age had 
great difficulty in keeping equally clear of 
the two oppofite opinions of Neftorius and 
Eutyches, of which Vigilus Martyr makes 
great complaint t* 

* Quoniam Eutychiana haerefis in id impictatis prolapfa 
. eft errore, ut non folum verbi et carnis unam credat efle 
naturam^ verum etiam hanc eandem carnem, non de facro 
Mariai virginis corpore adfumptam, fed de coelo dicat, 
juxta infandam Vaientini et Marcionis errorcm fuiiTe de- 
dudam. Contra Eutychen, lib. i; Bib. Pat. vol. 5. 
p. 560. 

. t Si enim paululum in utramque partem nutantia vo* 

luens iiiicire veftigia, illico capicris. Inter rs^eflorii ergo 
quondam ecclefise Condantinoplitanae, non redoris fed 
difiipatoris, non paftoria fed praedatoris facrilegum dogma 
ct Eutychetis ncfarium et dctxf^abilcm Icciaai, ita ferpen- 
tin^ grafTationis fefe calliditas temperavit, ut utrumque 
iine utriufque periculo plerique vitare non poflint, dum it 
quis Neftoiil perfidiam damnat Euiychctis putatur crrori 
fuccumbere, rurfuni dum Eutychianae haerefis impietatem 
deftruity Neftorii arguitur dogrna erigere. Contra £uty<* 
chen, lib. i. Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p« 546. 

What. 



Digitized by Google 



^VLK^Al.OftbeNeftorhnControverfy. 261 

What is ibmething moi^ to my purpofc 
V is, the language oi Peter Fuilo, who diftin^ 
guifhed himfclf by an addition to the famous 
trifagion^ the fentiment of which was, that one 
of the trinity was crucified for us^ as this was 
thought to favour the uaitarian doArine, in 
the form in which it was held by the PatripafT 
fians, or the philofophical unitarians. That 
the divine nature of Chrift fuffered, we have 
feen to have been the language of Cyril ^ 
of Alexandria' and others who oppofed Nef. 
torius^ and therefore it might be thought 
to be the higheft orthodoxy of the times* 
But extraordinary as it may feem, the Very 
fame expreffions were adopted by thofc who 
were moft highly orthodox^ and by the phi* 
lofophical unitarians. Some of his contem- 
poraries fay, l^at Peter Fullo favoured the. 
dodlrine of Neftorius and Sabellius. .He 
is particularly charged with this by Fauf- 
tus, biihop of AppoUonia*. By Juftin* a 

% En m<i>9m ya^ ^ofyjm taw uaSet Tuy mahhw y^a/Afudli 

^mrm^ ^ ft$ TO Mmixflsm ^oy/uoh Afeut t£, nai AoroTMirtf. 
nm Uoffi^i tH Xofmeihis m^imx^s* Zonaras, 9*533. 

S3 bifliop 
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biihop in Sicilyt he was charged wiii;i holdr 
ing the opinion of Paulus Samofatenfis 
and by Pope felix III. with going beyond 
Paulus Samofatenfis, Photinus, and Arte- 
mon^f*. But notwithftanding this^ it is 
pretty clear that P. Fullo held a dodtrine 
oppoiite to that of Neftorius» viz. that 
Chnii had but one nature, which was the 
divine, and confec^ucntly that this divine na- 
ture fufiered $ from which he and his parti-' 
zans were called 7heopafchttes, a word of 
the fame fignification in Greek that P^/n- 
pajjians is of in Latin» though they were ap<* 
plied to very different kinds of men. Ni- 
cephorus exprefsly afierts» that Peter Fullo 
introduced the Theupafchite do<^rine j;. 

* Zonaras, 538* 

lfP0»Zuf() 11} ^«dcint, 1^ Afsfut, Zonaras, p. 543. 

t h raulm$ ra man utiiio Mf8 jmh n tw %nKaay(pm 

tuarnv sxin^uffa . fux^ov ya§ 'sratuaofjismt XtCr^ voMv raiilm Mm 
%f 7£W»i7a)^ TUI^ tHsivoi tyevelo^ a Kvapsuf riv to iwmufjtav . r» 

an^Oimm. Hifi. lib^ i8« cap, 52. vol 2* P^Syg. 
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CHAPTER III, 

An Account of the PrifcilUaniJI^ and PauR* 

cians. 

jS^oTWiTHSTANDiNG thc oppofition be- 
tween the principles of thc unitarians^ 
and thofe of the Gnoftics, in the early 
ages of chriilianity» they being always coib> 

fidered as oppojiie /jcrejles, the fortner con* 

Miog chiefly of the common and on- 

learned people, and the latter of the phi* 
Jofophical and learned % yet, in the fourth 
century* we find a mixture of both thefe 
fyftems in the PrilciUianifts in the weft, 
and fome time after in the Paulicians in 
the eaft. This mixture, however, did not 
relate to the dodrine concerning the /^r-^ 

Jim of Cbrijl (for in that refpedt the tenett 
of the unitarians, and thofe of the Gnof- 
tics were neceifarily different and oppofite) 

. but to other opinions belonging, to the fyf- 

$4 t«» 
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tern of Gnofticifm. As the Prifcillianifts ^ 
and Paulicians^ may be faid to have beca 
unitarians^ I fhall give the bed account that 
I haveb^p able to polled: con^eroing both 
thefe ieds» though I am fenfible that it 
muft be very defeAive ; fince their enemies, 
. from whom alone we hear any thing of them» 
appear to have been fo violently prejudiced ^ 
againft them, that what they fay of theqi 
muil be heard with great allowance. 

The Prifcillianifts had their name from 
Prifcillian, a perfon of rank and fortune in. 
Spain, and afterwards biihop of Abila, who 
is faid to have received his principles from 
one Mark, who came from Memphis, io 
Egypt, and who is faid to have been a 
Manicha^an. The bifliops of Spain taking 
umbrage at the fpread of the dodrine of 
Prifcillian, procured an order from the em- 
peror Gratian, for his banifhment from that 
country. He was permitted to return, but 
was banilhed a fccond time i and by order 
of the emperor Maximus, was put to death 
A.D. ^84* This cruelty was much ex« 

claimed 
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claimed againft by the bifhops of Gftul, 
and of Italy; the opinions of Prifcilliaa 
fpread much more after this time than 
they had done before, and they continued, 
faysSandius (Hift«p. 117.) till the twelitU 
century. 

That the Prifcillianifts held fome Gnof^ . 
tic principles can hardly be doubted, be- 
caufe they are univerfally afcribcd to them* 
Leo the Great, their bitter enemy, is juiUy 
fufpefted of calumniating them. But if 
there be any colour of truth in his account, 
they fliuft have confidered matter as the 
caufe of all evil, and have thought unfa- 
vourably of the body. According to him^ 
they thought that the devil was not made by 
God, but arofe from chaos and darknefs 
(Opera, 167.) they condemned marriage j 
they laid that the bodies of men were made 
by the devil, and they denied the refur- 
reiiion* The fouls of men, they faid, 
were of a divine fubftance, and that, having 
offended in heaven» they were fent into 
bodies as a punifliment of their fins. They 

moreover 
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moreovei: faid, that men are fubjed: to a 
ftate of necdfity, to the power of the^ftars^ 
and to iin» 

With refpcft to the perfon of Chrift, 
Aaftin^ who is rather a more unexceptionble 
evidence than Leo, fays, that ** they agreed 
with Sabellius, and maintained^ that the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit were one*/* 
The fame is advanced by Leo, who alio 
fays, that " they agree with the Arians, in 
*' faying, that the Son is inferior to the Fa- 
ther ; that there w^ls a time when the Soa 
was not, before which time God could 
not be called a Father, and that Chrift is 
called the Son of God becaufe he was 
born of a virgin, which/* he lays, they 
would not have dared to do, if they had 
f * not drawn in the poifon of Paulus Samo- 
iatenfis and Photinus 

• De Chrido Sabellianam fe£lam tencnt cundum ipfum 
efie dicentes ; aon folum filium, fed etiam patrem, et ^pi- 
litiim fandum. Catalo§;tt8, Haer. Open, voU 6. p. 2^ 
. + Patris, et fiUi, et fpiritus fandli, unam atque candem 
tffenirtt efle perfonam ; tanquain idem deus nunc pater nunq 
filius, nunc fpiritus lan&ua, nominatim nec alios, fit qui 

genui^ 
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Prifcillian is charged with laying, that 
the Son of God could not be born i and this 
expreffion of his is particularly ccnfurcd in 
a council held at Toledo, A, D. 438 ^. 

That the Prifcillianifts were not, in all 
refpcds, Gnoftics, or Manichaeans, is evi- 
dent from their receiving, according to 
Auftin, all the books of fcripture, and even 
the apochrycal ones ; though he fays they 
miiinterprcted, or perverted them -f*. 

gouiit, alius qui geoitus alius qui de utroque procsifit 
— quod blafphemiae genus de Sabellit opinione Aimp* 
feruot cujus difcipuli ctiam Fatripailiani merito nuncu* 
pantoTt Cap. i. p. 166 Arianonim fufFragantur emri, 
dicentium quod pater filio prior fit, quia fuerit aliquando 
fine iUioet tunc pater efle coeperit quando &liuin genuerit. 
dp. a. ibid. Afleruiit, tdeo, unigenitum did JUiunt dei 
quia folus fit natus ex virgine, quod utiquc non auJerent 
dicere niii Pauli Samoiaceni et Fbotini virus hauiifiittt. 
Cap. 3. Ibid* 

* Ubi Prifcillianus innafcihilem eflefilium dixit, conftat 
hoc contra Nicaenam iideni efie didum : atque ideo Prif- 
ciUianum hujus didii authorcm, cum ipfius didi perverii* 
tate, ct quos male condidit libros, cum ipfo autore oii^^ 
^ernno* Binnii Concilia, toU i. p. 601. 

f Prikillianiflae vero accipiunt omniai et canonica, et 
apocrypha fimuL Sed qusecuoque quae contra cos funt» 

in 



Digitized by GoogU 



268' ^tbePrifcillumifts Book IV. 

The Prifcillknifts were chiefly famous 
for their aufterity and mortifications^ and 
therefore they were probably the fame that , 
Philafter calls Abjiinentes, in Gaul, Spain, 
and Aquitain. 

Similar, in many refpeds, to the Prifcil- 
lianifts in the Weft, were the Pauliciam in 
the eail, who had their name, as it is faid, 
from one Paul, who adopted and modified 
the dodrine of Manes. But we are as unable 
to colled a fatisfaftory account of the Pauli- 
cians, as we are of thofe of the Prifcillianifts« 
When this fedt arofe is uncertain, but it is 
faid to have been revived by one Conftan-^ 
tine in the fevcnth century. They were 
cruelly ufed, and almoft fupp relied by fome 
of the Emperors. They were encouraged 
by Nicephorus in the ninth century 5 but af- 
ter a /hort interval of reft, they were perfc-* 
cuted^with more violence than ever by Leo 
the Armenian, and theEmprefs Theodora. 
Jiuring this perfecution fome of the Pauli^ 

m fux perverOtatis fenfus, aliquandu callida et aftuta, alu 
quando ridicula et hebeti expofitione pervertun(. £piflf 
25 u Opera, Sup. p. 480. 

clans 
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tiaris fettled in Bulgaria. But being op- 
prelTed there, they took refuge in Italy, and 
other parts of the weft, vrherc they were 
called Patariniy and Cathari, or Gazari, and 
in France AlbigenJ'esy from the town of Albi, 
where a fynod that condemned them was 
held. Of their tenets, under this laft de- 
nomination, an account was given, vol. 3. 
p. 368. But it is very poUible that a cou- 
fiderable change might have taken place in 

their opinions. ' ' 

What they held of the Manichaean fyftem 
docs not diftinaiy appear. ' Peter of Sicily 
intimates, that they did not own themfelves 
to be Manichaans *• But they pretended 
to great purity and iimplicity. They re- 
jedted, it is laid, all external ordinances, as 
baptlfm and the Lord's fupper, and did not ' 
chufe to call their minifters prxejis^ but 
fcribes^ or fecretaries^ or companions in tra^ 

That the PauUcians were uniurians, is 
evident, from their being laid by Theor 

* Lardner's Credibility, vol. 6. p. 426. 
^ Ibid, p- 427. 
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pbanes to deny the incarnation*. Thcy^ 
were namerooSt Sandios £iy$, in 1 191 -f*. 

I^otwithiUnding the obfcurity in whicli 
this Aibjeft is involved, it is fuflicienlljr 
evident, that, among the great ntimbers 
who fcparated thcmfclves frum the com- 
munion of the Catholic church (among 
whom there would, no doubt, be a great; 
diverlity of opinions in a variety of refpeAs) 
and by whatever namea they were dalm« 
guiihed in di^crcut countries, and different 

ages, there were always numy who rejeftod 
the do^ine of the trinity, and who joined 
the reformers of the fixteenth century. 
But unhappily the great leaders in lhat re* 
£onnation« Lutiier and Calvin, retaining 
that doArtne, and laying great ftrefs upon 
it, the anti-trinitariana were in moll piafica 

^ 4) Tip* i»aaA fc a y asr atcikfm^ th; tn rdyn mmp^mh ti 

»yuf i»w I<ni xyf* •rwQpini. Cbraoognfhasip. 415. 

t Hift. p. 39 J. 

treated 
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created as the worft of heretics, and craelly 
periecuted by all other denominations of 

chriftians* 

For fome time the unitarians found an 

afylum in Poland^ apd they are faid to be at 
prefent in confiderable numbers in TranfyU 
vania, and other provinces in the eaftera 
parts of Europe. But in this country we 
are very ignorant of the real ftate of chrif* 
tianity in thofe parts* However, as the 
overbearing influence of the church of 
Rome is decrcaling every day, and freedom • 
of enquiry is encouraged, it may be hoped 
that great numbers of intelligent chriftians, 
who have been fccretly unitarians, will de- 
clare themfeives openly to be fo ; and as . 
truth and good fenfe have an infinite ad- 
vantage over abfurdity and error, half a 
century will probably produce a great reyo- 
Itttioii in the chriftian world. Men will 
awake from the miferable deluiion they have 
been fo long under, as from a dream, and 
wonder at the long continuance of their 
infatuation. Such a hiilory as L am now 

con- 
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concluding, if it be thought worth while 
to read it at all, will then be pcrufed with 
aftoniihment ; and if the original writers, 
from which it is coUeded, were not in 
being, the ftrange tale would gain no cre- 
dit. 
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CONCLUSION. 



SECTION I. 

A conne^ed View of all tbi , principal Articles 

in the preceding Hijlory^ 

AFTER fo particular a detail as I have 
given in this work of a variety of 
doSlrines, and of the arguments by which 
they were fupported^ together with the 
€mi/a of their rife and progrefs, it may not 
be unufeful, at the conclufion of the whole, ^ 
to recite the order in which they aroie and 
fucceeded one another, cfpeciaUy as it is a 

■ 

hiftory that is psurticolarly complex in its 
own nature^ and perhaps unparalleled for 
Vol. IV, T . the 
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the greatnefs of the effedls which the i ubjed 
it has produced in the world, and the iim« 
plicity of the caufes from which every fuc* 
ceflive ilep in the progrefs of it has arifen. 

The opinions concerning the perfon of 
Jefus Chriil have always been thought, 
though without any fufficient realbn, to be 
of the greateft confequence to chriftianity 
itfelf. Whereas his buiinefs, like that of 
any other prophet, being nothing more 
than to deliver a mei^ge from God, and to 
confirm it by miracles, it was not, in reality, 
of any confequence whatever, wbo^ or wbat 
he himfelf was* But, being the founder of 
a new religion, his difciples and followers, 
who bore his nanoye, foon began to think 
themfclves intcrefted in the perjonal cbarac-^ 
ter and dignity of their mafter % and as thqr 
were frequently reproached with being the 
difciples of a man who was nothing more 
than a crucified malefaAor, they were ibli- 
citous, by every method they could deviie, 
to remove thia reproach. Not content 
with alledging, that though their mafler 
d^ed the death of a malcfa<^tor^ he had not 

lived 
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lived ihe life of one, that his dealh had an-* 

I'wcrcd the grcatcft purpofcs in the plan of ' 
dif ine providence, and that God had (hew* 
ed his approbation of him, by railing him 
ffuui the dead (which was tcrtaiuly fulii- 
cient for their purpofc) the more learned p 
among them availed tbcnudvcs of the phi* 
lofophy of their age, and faid that Chrift 
waa a perfon of much higher ranj^ than he 
appeared to be, even much higher than that 
oir any other man* 

Their philofophy taught them that maa 
conCfts of two principles, or parts, wxz.foul 
and Mjft and that the fouls of all men had 
prc-exiftcd, having been originally unimbo* 
died fpirits, which, for fome realbn or 
other, had been fent down from heaven to 
animate mortal bodies ; that fouls were of 
very different origins, and that fome of 
them which were fent into the world for 
great and particular purpofcs, might be im-» 
gnediate emanations from the Divmc Being 
hioiiclf* However, as before this philoio- • 
phy was introduced among chriftians,* it 
was the univcrlally received opinion, that 

T z Chrift 



Digitized by Google 



276 7& Conclu/m. Sect. !• 

Chrift was in himfelf a mere man, and it 
was eveu generally thought that he was 
born as other men were, viz. of two human 
parents, and that he continued to be no- 
thing more than a mere man, till he was 
of full age, when he was impowered to 
work miracles, and came into public life i 
all that thcfe philofophers could advance at 
firft, with any probability of being attend* 
ed to (and indeed all that they would na- 
turally think of themfelves) was, that fome 
great fuper-angelic fpirit had been fent 
down from heaven, and was attached to the 
man Jefus, or the foul of Jefus, in fome 
fuch manner as it was ufually fuppofed 
that daemons pofieiled the fouls of menr; 
and that it was this fuper-angelic being 
that was properly CAr^, or the perfon 
ient down, or commiffioned by God, to 
come into the world for fo great a purpofe. 
This was the doArinie of the earlier Gnoftics, 
fuch as Cerinthus. 

But, as It had been the opinion of many, 
that angels were only temporary and un« 
fubftantial fornas, in the Jfhape of men, f6 
V as 
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as to appear like men to the f^nfeSt but that 
ihey did not really confifl of flefli and blood ; 
olihers of thefe philofophers thought, that 
what was called the man Jefus, was nothing 
more than one of thefe unfubftantial forios 
of meni fo that the fuper-^angelic fpirit, 
or the Chrift^ had no proper body or fgul 
at all, that it was incapable of feeling, 
and not fubjed; to death. Thefe were 
thoie Gnoftic^ who were called Docetae ; 
and this progrefs had been made in the 
time of the apoitles. • ' ' • 

Prefently after the death df ttie apoftles, 
•and perhaps before that of Johi), fome of 
thefe philofophers profefling chriftlahitj, 
introduced more of their fyAem into it; 
and conlidering matter to be the iburce of 
dll evil, and the world to have been die 
work of a malevolent being, they thought 
that this fame evil being, or one of a fimilar 
difpohtion, had been the author of the law 
of Mofes, and that the Supreme God, who 
was a being of perfed goodnefs, had not beea 
known to mankind till Chrift came to re- 
veal him, Alfo holding mAtttr the 

T3 bOify, 
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body 9 which was compofed of it^ ia great 
contempt, they did not believe the 
furredtohj which, iadoed, had boen de- 
nied by all their predeceiTors, in the time 
of the apoftles. 

The dodrines which contain the outline 
of what was cHlsd Gnojiici/m (from the 
^the holders of them boailing of the fupe- 
rlority of their knowledge) haviag been di- 
re&ly oppofed by the apoftles, and treated 
by jhem with great indignation, the gene- 
rality of chriftians. held the Gnoftics in 
abhorrence* ^onfidered them as heretics y and 
refuftd to admit them into their focieties. 
But the fame caufeii continuing to operate, 
chriilians being ftill held in contempt for the 
ineannefs of their mafter, and being ftill de- 
firous tp remove this reprqachi by advancing 
bis perfonal rank and dignity, they had re- 
courfe to another metho4 of doing it. 

Having been taught by the Platonic 
philofopher3, among whom they received 
their education, that there were three great 
principles in nature, viz. the Supreme 
]peing, or the ^ood^ his mind ( nous ) ^nd 
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the foul of the world 5 and the Jewifli philow 
fophers who had embraced thele do^rines 
having already advanced, that the fecond of 
thefe principles^ which they denominated 
logos, was an emanation from the fupreme 
Being, and the caufe of all the appearances 
, of God recorded in the Old Xeftament^, 
fome of which were in the form of men | 
and having alio taught that it was this logos 
that, by the order of the fupreme Being, 
had made the vifible wprld ; that he was the 
image of God, his only begotten Son, and 
that he was even entitled to the appellation 
of God in an inferior fenfe of the word ; 
thefe chriftian philofophers imagined that 
it was this logos that was united to the man 
Jefus Chrift, and that, on this account, he 
might be called God. 

For ibme time, however, the more learn* 
ed chriiUans contented themfelves with fup«^ 
pofing, that the union between this divine 
Iogo$ and the man Chrift Jefus was only 
temporary. For they held that this divine 
efflux, which, like a beam of light from the 
fun, went out of God, and was attached to 

T 4 the 
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the perljpn of Cbirift, to. cnjible him to work 
miracles while he was on earth, was drawn 
into God again when be afceitded into hea- 
ven, and had no more occafion to exert a 
miraculous power* This fyftcm : may be 
i^all^d pbiLojQphicaL umtdrmnijm^ being that 
which was held by Sabellius, Marcellus, 
fnd other learned unitarian (^riftian^.^ 

It was afterwards maintained (and Juftin 
Martyr^ who had been a Phtonip philofo- 
pher, was perhaps the hrit who fuggeiied 
|he idea) that this union of the logos to the 
perfon of Chrift wati not temporary, but per- 
manent.. With the Jewifli philofophers the 
learned chriftians likewife held that this lo* 
go8 wa$ emitted from God' when he made ^h^ 
world, and was the medium of all the divine 
communications qnder the Old Teftament» 
before he became united to the man Chrift 
Jefu$, who, th^y faid) had alfo a proper hu« 
man foul^ fis well as a body^ ^ike other men. 
For the great body of chriftians having al- 
veays coniQdered hiiq as being 4 man^ the 
iphilofophers among them did not at firft 

depart fo farfrotn.tl^is opinioiit as %o fkj 

that 
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|hat be had 00 proper }iuin^n foul j aad 
the logos, whi$:h they fpakfe pf as being 
united to him^ they always reprefented aa 
an efflux from, or an attribute of the F^ther^ 
being his proper wifdom^ p$wr^ and otber 
pperative perfections, 

: Still, however, out of refpe^ft to the opf» 
xiion which prevailed among the unlearned 
(phriilians, who knew nothing of this doc- 
trine of the divine logos, but thought 
C^hrift to be a nian and a prophet, and who 
would have been ihocked at the do£trine 
of more Gods than cne^ the philofophical 
clirillians, though they faid that Chrift, on 
account of the divine logos that was united 
to him, might be called a 'God, acknow«^ 
Icdgcd that it was in an inferior fcnfe, that 
the divinity^ and even the Mfig of the Son, 
was derived from the Father ; and that 
when tie one God was fpoken of, it was the 
Father only (who was the proper fountain 
of deity) that was intended. Nay, in oppo- 
£tion to the philofophical unitarians^ who 
aflerted that the divinity of the Father, and 
that of the Son, were the very fame, they 

maintained 
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matntdined that they were different ; fincc 
the Father and the Soa could not be faid to 

be of the fame nature. For the Platonic 
philofpphers confidered the n&us^ or logos^ as 
a middle principle between the fupreme 
God and the foul of the world $ and they . 
ibmetimes fpake of it as an intermediate 
principle between God aad the world itfclf. 

As it had always been maintained by the 
carliefl piatonizing chriftlans, that the lo- 
gos came out of God juft before the creation 
of the worlds and confequently that there 
had been a time when God was alone, and 
the Son was not ; and as they had always 
held, that when the Son was produced he 
was greatly inferior to die Father, there 
arofe fome who iaid,. that he ought to be 
confidered as a mere creature, not derived 
from the fubftaoce of God, but created out 
of nothing, as other creatures were. For by 
this timet the chriftian dodtrine of a proper 
creation out of nothing had begun to take 
place of the philofophical dodtrine of the 
emanation of fouls from God. Thefe (who 
were the Arians) confidering the logos as 

being 
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being the intelligent principle in Chrift» 
thought that there was no occaiiqn to iup« 
pofc that he had any other foal. They, 
therefore, faid that Chrift was a fuper-an- ^ 
gcUc being* united to a human body ^ that 
though he was himfelf created, he was the 
creator of all other things under God, and 
the inftrument of all the divine communi- 
catioos to the patriarchs, which had before 
been fuppofed to be the province of the 

uncreated logos. 

In oppofition to the Arians, thofe who, 
from the final prevalence of their dodrine, 
obtained the name of orthodox and catholics, ' 
confidering that the logos had never before 
been rcprefented as a creature^ but as the 
proper reafon or wifdofh of the Father, 
maintained that he muft have always been 
in the Father, and therefore (corredling 
their former language, and carrying their 
principle to its proper extent, which a re- 
fpeft for the unitarians, now greatly dimi- 
niihed in number, had hitherto prevented) 
they maintained that he muft be of the 
fame fubftance with the Father, and have 

been 
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b^n co-?ternal with him. In the courfe of 
the controverfy they were ]ikewife led to 
advance upon their former doctrine,, ib as 
toiayf that that ad: of thc Fathcr, to which 
they gave the name of gemration^ had takea 
place from eternity, and v/as not foincthiag 
that had 'paffed juft before the creation of 
the world ; fo that the Son had always 
cxiftcd as a fon, and the Father as a father | 
mid that there was no difference between 
them, but that of Father and Son, and the 
different offices that belonged to each of 
(hem refpedtively, as the Father, or the Son. 

This was the ftate of things foon after 
the council of Nice, when there aroie a 
cOntroverfy concerning the Holy Spirit^ 
which was faid in the fcriptures to pro* 
cced from God, or to bei fcnt by God. 
or by Chrift. On this fubjcd: it is re* 
mackable, that there had been no cdntro* 
verfy among chriftians before that council, 
though there had been a difference of opi^i 
nion among them. Some of the Anteni-» 
cene Fathers defcrihed the Spirit as if they 
had conceived it to. be nothing but a pomr 

communicated 
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communicated by God, though others of 
, them fuppofed it ta be a* per/on^ inferior to 
God, and even to Chrift. For It was ge-- 
nerally afTerted^ that the Spirit was one of 
the beings that had been made by Chrift,^ 
.without nvbom^ they faid, nothing was made 
that was made* Such dodrine as this did 
certainly pafs without cenfure before the 
council of Nice, and it is the lefs to be 
wondered at, as the third pcrfon in the 
Platonic trinity, viz. the ^l^xn, had never 
been defcribed as having been any part of 
the Supreme Being, or hcceflarily belong- 
ing to him, which the nous^ or logos, had 
been. 

There were fome who, while they held 

the permanent perJbnaUty of the Son, thought 
that the Holy Spirit was only an occajional 
effiux from the deity^ refembling a beam of 
light from the fun. This opinion alfo was 
not deemed to be heretical. 

From this time, however, thofe who had 
diftinguifhed themfelves the moft by theii' 
defence of the dodirine of the confubftantia^ 
lity of the Son with the Father, did like- 

wife 
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wiie maintaia both the proper pcrfonalitj 
of the Spirit, and alfo his confubftantiality 
with the Father aod the Son. This- doc- 
trine of the confubftantiality of the three 
divine peribns ibon led to that of their per* 
fc(5l equality with refpcd to all divine per- 
fedions ; and this completed the whole 
fcheme. According to it, though there 
is hxxiGue God^ there are three divine perfons, 
each of which feparately taken, is perfcS 
God^ though all together. make no more than * 
one perfed God $ a proportion not only 
repugnant to the plaineit principles of com-^ 
mon fenfc, but altogether unknown before 
the council of Nice, as is acknowledged by 
many learned trinitarians. Among others, 
the famous Mn Jurieu faid, that thefuo* , 
damental articles of chriftianity were not 
underftood by the Fathers of the three 
^< firii centuries, that the true iyiiem began 
to be modelled into fome fhape by the 
*^ Niceoe biihops, and was afterwards im- 
proved by the following iynods and coun- 
cils." Jortin's Remarks, vol. 3. p. 50. 




A littlok 
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A little lefledion^ however, one would 
think, iTiight fatisfy any perfon, that a 
dodrine which was unknown in the chrif- 
tian church till the fourth century could btt 
no genuine dodrine of chriftianity. Lcafi: 
of all can it be fuppofed, that any no?el 
and late dodrine can be of fo much ^ojj/J- 
fuewe as that of the trinity has always been 
conceived to be by thofe who have main- 
taincd it. For cfFeftual meafures would, 
no doubt, have been taken by divine pro* 
vidence, that every dodtrine of real import- 
ance to chriftianity ihould be fo clearly 
cxpreiled, and fo well explained in the 
fcriptures, as that it would not have re* . 
mained ondifcovered, or ill underftood, till 
fo late a period a$ the fourth centuxy. 
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SECTION 11. 

An Account of the Reuiains of the Oriental^ 
or Platonic Fhikfopby^ in modern SyJIems of 
Chriflianity . 

« 

IN the next place, it may not be unufefol 
to refled; how much remains of the 
oriental or Platonic philofophy in the re- 
ligion that is eftabiiihed in the greater 
' part of the chriftian world at the prefent 
day, though thofe fyftems themfelves are 
now no more. It is obvious to remark^ 
in the firft place, that one finglc dodrine 
common to both thofe fchemes of philo- 
fophy, has been the foundation on which 
almoft every corruption of chrifiianity refts, 
and this is the belief of an immaterial foul 
in man, capable of fubfifting, and alfo of 
having both ieafation and adion^ when the 
body is in the grave. Had this dodrine, 
(countenanced by no appearances in nature, 
but utterly difcordant with them, and alfb 
^vrith the whole fyilem of revelation) never 

3 been 
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been known^ it is hardly poilible to fup- 
pole, that the pre-exiAeace of Chrii): would 
ever have been imagined, or ihat any of the 
doiSrioes which aroie from* it, or are coti« 
nested, wiih it, would have beea adopted. 
In this cafe, alfo, we fliould never have 
heard of the worHiip of dead faints^ or the 
, dodlrine of purgatory, which are among 
the moft enormous abufes of popery. 

Another principle, common to both the 
iyftems of philofophy above mentioned, 
was, that matter is the fource of all evil, a 
dodrine which led either to making light 
of the moft criminal fcnfual indulgences, 
or to that rigour and aufterity which was 
imagined to purify and elevate the foul, by 
negleding or macerating the body. This 
principle induced numbers of both fexes, 
to feclude themiclve& from the world, and 
to pafs their lives in a manner equally ufc- 
lefs to themfelves and others. It alfo gave- 
rife to the favourite do&rine of the fupo- 
riority of the unmarried to the married ftate, 
and to the injundtion of celibacy on thofe 
w ho were called pUjh. 

VoulV. U The 
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The monaftic life was alfo gfeatly pro* 
Qdotcd by the Platonic doi^ri^e of the union 
j/^ i/je foul to Godf attainable by con-» 
templation and prayert whicH was eagerly' 
■ adopted by many chriftians, who thought 
it wife to negle(^ and mortify the body, 
^nd to give their whole attention to the 
foul. 

Thefe three dodrines^ viz. that of the 
immateriality of the foul, that of matter 
being the fource of eviU and that of the 
union of the foul to God, by contempla- 
tion and abflradtxon from matter, have done 
unfpeakable mifchief to the fcheo^ of 
chriftianity, afFeding the whole charader of 
of itt and alilioil every thing in dodtrine, or 
in pradice, relating to it. It may not be 
amifs, however, juft to notice a few other 
things of a lefs general nature, in which 
Gnofticifm, or Platonifm, have left traces 
of themfelves in the creeds of chriftians. 

That the Supreme God was not himfclf 
the maker of the world, was a capital ar- 
ticle in the creed of the Gnoftics, and this 
was alfo a dodrine Qf the platonizing 

chriftians. 
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chriftian8> with this diiFerence €hat» accord-* 
ing to the Gaoftics, the maker of the 
world was one of thofe intelligences which , 
was derived^ mediately gr immediately^ 
froai the Supreme Being; whereas, ac- 
cording to the platonizing chriftians, the 
maker of the world was the logos, which 
had been an attribute of the Supreme Be- 
ing, The former alfo thought that the 
world was made with a malevolent inten** 
tion, and the latter with a benevolent one* 
. The Arlans approached foaiething nearer 
to the do£iriae of the Gnoftics, than thofe 
who were called catholics, maintaining that 
the world was made by a creature properly 
fo called. For according to that philolo* 
phy from which Gnofticifm was derived, 
all intelligent beings fubordinate to the 
Supreme, were fuppofed to be lo far of the 
fame nature, as to have been derived me« 
diately or immediately from his fubftancej 
though they were not created tuctof nothing* 
According to both fyftems, the world was 
made by a being who might be called, if 
not an angel, at leaft a fuper* angelic fpirit« 

Ua And 
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'And all the three fy (lems, viz. that of the 
Gnoftics^ that of the catholics^ and that of 
the Arians, go upon this common principle, 
that it is unworthy of the Supreme Being 
himfelf to condefcend to do any thing ; he 
being fuppoied to be immoveably employed 
in contemplation only, and chiefly that of 
his own perfedions. 

The Docet£ among the Gnoftics held 
that Chrift had no body, but only the ap- 
pearance of one, and that he was incapable 
of feeling pain. And though the plato- 
nizing chriftians believed that Chrift had a 
proper body, condiUng of real ileili and 
bloody fome of them imagined it was in- 
capable of feeling pain, and that in confe* 
quence of its union with the logos, the 
body as well as the foul of Chrift* had va* 
rious privileges fuperior to thole that were 
poflefled by other fouls and bodies; as that 
befides feeling no pain, it did not neceilarily 
require the recruits of food or ilcep, &c« 
and that it was not liable to corruption. 
It was from the Gnoftics alfo, that the ca-> 
thulics derived the whiuilical notion of 

Mary 
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' Mary continuing a proper virgin after flic 
was delivered of Jefus, fo that (he was^ in 
all refpeds, the very fame that ihe had beea 
even before the conception ; a doctrine 
vrhich is ftill held fapred in the church of 
Rome. 

Laftly, it is not abfolutely impoffible, 
but that Auftin might have been fomewhat 
influenced by his former Manichsan prin- 
ciples, in forming his do^rines of pro- 
delliaation and reprobation. The Mani- 
i;hseans held that fouls had different origins^ 
in confequence of which fome were necef- 
farily good, and would be faved, and others 
neceflarily wicked, and would be damned. 
And though Auftin thought that all fouls 
were» in themfelves, of the ftme nature, it 
was, he faid, the mere arbitrary decree of 
God that made the difference between them 
with refpea to their future deftination ; fa 
that there is fome refemblance between the 
two fyftems. 
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SECTION in. 

Maxims of Hijlorical Criticijm. ' 

m 

^^J^L L icaiuiiing may be reduced to cer-' 
tain frff principles^ and all propofi- 
ttons are more eaiily examined by having 
recourfe to them. Mathematicians, wlio 
reafon in the moft exa£t and rigorous man^ 
ner, always proceed in this way, beginning 
with axioms, the truth of which cannot be 
difputedy and reducing the moil complex 
propofitions to them ; fo that the truth of 
the one can no more be controverted than 
that of the other. In like manner, critics, 
iMve laid down what they call canons of 
criticijm, of which they make a iimilar 
ufe. 

As I wiih to apply a fpecies of reafon* 

ing equally flrift to fuch hiitorical dif- 
cullions as that which is the fubjed of 
tlxis workj I have likewife drawn up maxims 

of 
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of hjldrkal eritici/m, the truth of which 
cannot^ I think, be controverted, and t6 
thofe I wifli to reduce every propofitioft 
that I have advanced- that is of an hiilorical 
nature. 

I have» however, made no gener^ ^^ftenQ 
but have only noted fuch particulars as I 
myfelf have had occafion for; and evea 
this I am far from pretendin|j la ha»e. Exe- 
cuted \vith perfed accuracy ; but I give it 
fti a Jkettb, to be examinedn^ leifure, and to 
be rectified wliere it fliall appear to be 
requifite. ' ' . - : . 

Thefe maxims are chiefly adapted to the 
following^42w^ry view of thofe afgUm^ts, 
1/^bich I appfehend eiibbliib my ^ptinci^ 
pal poiition, viz. that the chriftian churo& 
wras originally unitarian 5 and therefore I 
have annexed ^to taofk of th(^ the num- 
ber of that article in the fummaryoienff t<^ 
which they correfpond, that the/ may be 
compared together. I wifti that trinita- 
rians and Arian5, would in like manner 
reduce into axioms the principles on which 
tbey proceed, that they may be comparal 

ir4 with 
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with thcfc ; and perhaps wc may by this 
mcaofi be aififted ia coming to a proper 
iflae in chis cootroverfy. 

\. 

When two perfons give different ac* 
counts of things, that >e video ce is to be 
preferred, which is either in itfelf more 
probabict or more agreeable to other cre- 
dible teftimony. 

Neither is entirjp credit to be given to 
any fet of men with refpedt to what is re- 
putable to them, nor to their enemies with 
relped: to what is difreputable ; but the 
account given by the one, may be balanced 
by that of the other. Summary View, 
No io# 

In order to eftablifli the credibility of 
any fad, it muA not only be related by a 
fttfficient number of cotemporary witnefles, 
but it mafl: appear to have been believed by 
their cotemporaries in general. Otherwife, 
the teftimony of a few, will be overba- 
J(l|aceiM>y that of many. 

4. Ac« 
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Accounts of any fet of men given by 
their enemies only, are always fufpicious* 
But the confeflions of enemies, and circum* 
fiances favourable to any body of men, col* 
le^^d from the writings of their adver- 
faries» are deferving of particular regard. 

It is a ftrong argument againft the cre- 
dibility of any pretended fad, that it was 
not believed by thofe-who were fo iituated 
as to have been competent judges of its 
truth, and who were at the fame time in*, 
terefted to believe it. 

6. 

It is natural for men who wiOi to fpeak 

difparagingly of any fedt to undervalue their 
numbers, as well as every thing elfe re- 
lating to them; and it is equally natural 
for thofe who wilh to fpeak refpedfully of 
any party, to reprefent the members of it 
as more numerous than they are. Suni- 
mary View, No. 13* 

7, When 
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' 7- 

\ When perlbns form themfelves into fo-* 
cietieSj £0 as to be diliinguiihable from 
others, they never fail to get fome particu^ 
lar name, either aflumed by themfelyes» or 
impofed by others. This is neceflary in 
order to make them the fubjed of coii«i 
verfation 1 long periphrafes in difcourfe 
being very inconvenient. Summary View, 

No. 8. 

8. 

' When particular opinions are afcribed t<3 
a particular clafs of meB» without any di£» 
tindion of the time when thofe opinions 
were adopted by them, it may be pre- 
fumed, that they were fuppofed to hold 
thofe opinions from the time tfuit they rc^ 
ceived their deaomination.* Summary View^ 
No. 4. 

9- 

When a particular defcriptioa is given 
of a elafs of perfbns - within any period of 
time, any perfon who can be proved to 

have the proper charadcr of one of that 

clafs. 
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clafs^ may be deemed to have belonged to 
It, and to have enjoyed all the privilges of 
it, whatever they were. Summary View, 
No. 9. 

10. 

When an hiAorianrOr writer of any kind, 
profeffedly enumerates the feveral /pecks be- 
longing to any genuSf or general body of 
men^ and omits any particular ipecies, or 
denomination^ which, if it had belonged to 
the genus, he, from his (ituation and cir- 
cumilanccs, was not likely to have over- 
looked^ it may be prefumed that he did not 
coniider that particular ipecies as belonging 
to the genus. Summary View, No. 7. 

II. 

When any particular dodrine is a necef*- 
fary part of a fyftem, and it can be made 
to appear that within a given period that 
doArine was not known, it may be con-- 
duded that the fyftem had no exiftence 
within that period. Or when any dodrine 
inconfiftent with the fyilem is held in that 
period, it equally proves the fame thing. 
Summary View, No. 17s 1 8. 

I xz. Great 
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12. ' 

Great changes in opinion arc not ufually 
made of a fuddeiit and never by great bodies 
of men. That hiftory^ therefore, which 
reprefents fuch changes as having been made 
gradually, and by eafy fteps, is always the 
more probable on that account. Summary 
View, No. 16. 

The common or unlearned people, in 
any country, who do not fpeculate much, 
retain longeft any opinions with which 
their^ minds have been much imprefleds 
and therefore, we always look for the oldei): 
opinions in any country, or any clafs of 
men, among the common people, and not 
among the learned. Summary View, No. 

14. 

If any new opinions be introduced into 
a fociety, they are moft likely to have in- 
troduced them, who held opinions iin^ilar 
to them before they joined that fociety. 
Summary View, No. 15* 

I J- If 
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\{ any particular opinion has never failed 
to excite. great indignation in all ages and 
nations* where a contrary opinion has been 
generally received, and that particular opi- 
nion can be proved to have exifted in any 
age or country when it did not excite indig* 
nation^ it may be concluded that it had 
9iany partizans in that age or country. For 
the opinion being the fame, it could not of 
it itfelf be more refpedable ; and human ; 
nature being the fame, it could not but have 
been regarded ih the fame light, fo long as * 
the fame ilrefs was laid on the oppofite opir 
iuon. Summary View, No. 1. 1 1, 12. 

16. 

When a time is given, in which any very 
remarkable and intereftlng opinion was not 
believed by a certain clafs of people, and 
another tiipe in which the belief of it was 
general, the introduftion of fuch an opinion 
may always be known by the eife&s which 
it will produce upon the minds, and in the 
condud of men ; by the alarm which it will 
give to fome^ and the defence of it by 

others. 
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others. If^ therefore^ no alarm was given, 
and no defence' 6f it was made within any 
particular period, it may be concluded that 
the introdadion of it did not take place 
vrithia that period. Summary View, Na 2^ 

When any particular opinion or practice 
is neceflarily or cuilomarily accompanied by 
any other opinion or pra&ice ; if the latter 
be not found within any particular period^ 
it may be prefumed that the former did not 
cadft within that period*. Summary View, 
No. 5. 
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8 E C T I O N IV. 

A fummary View of the Evidence for the pri^ 

mitive Chriftians having held the Duch in^ 

of the fimph Humanity of Cbrifi. 

1. TT is acknowledged by early writers 
X of the orthodox perfuafion, that two 
kinds of herefy exifted in the times of the 
apoiUes^ viz. that of thoie wh9 held that 
Chrift was fimply a man ; and that of the 
Gnoftics. Now the apoftle John animad* 
verts with the grcateft fevcrity upon the 
latter, but makes no mention of the for- 
mer ; and can it be thought probable that 
he would pafs it without cenfure, if he had 
thought it to be an error 5 confidering how 
great» and how dangerous an error it has 
always been thought by thofe who have 
confidered it as being an error at all? 

Maxim 15. 

2 . The great objeaion that Jews have 
always made to chriitianity in its prefent 

flate 
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ftate Is, that it enjoins the worihip of more 
gods than one ; and it is a great article with 
the chriftian writers of the fecond and fol- 

• 

lowing centuries to anfwer this objedion. 

But it does not appear in all the book of Adts, 
in which we hear much of the cavils of the 
Jews (both in Jerufalem and in many parts 
of the Roman ea^pire) that they made any 
fuch objection to chriilianity tben % nor do 
the apofllesj either there, or in their epif* 
ties, advance any thing with a view to fuch 
an objection. It may be prefumed^ there* 
fore, that no fuch oflence to the Jews had^ 
then been given, by the preaching of a doc- 
trine fo ftiocking to them as that of the 
divinity of Chrift muft have been. Maxim 
15, 16. ' 

3. As no Jew had originally any idea 
of their Meiliah being more than a man, 
and as the apoftles and the firit chriilians 
had certainly the lame idea at firft concern* 
ing Jeiust it may be fuppofed that, if ever 
they had been informed that Jefus was not 
a man, but either God himfelf, or the 
maker of the world, under God, we (hould 
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have been able to trace the time and the cir^ 
eumfiances in which fo great a difcovery was 
made to them; and that we ihould have 
perceived the efFedl which it had upon theit 
minds; at leaft by feme change in their 
manner of fpeaking concerning him. But 
nothing of this kind is to be found in the 

Gofpels, in the book of Ads> or in any of 
the EpiiUes* We perceive marks enow of 
other new view s of things, efpccially of the 
call of the Gentiles to partake of the privi-^ 
leges of the gofpel ^ and we hear much of 
the difputes and the eager contention which 
it occaiioned. But how much more muil 
all their prejudices have been Ihocked by 

the information that a perfon whom they 

firfl took to be a mere man, was not a man, 
but either God hlmfelf^ or the maker of the 
world under God ? Maxim 16. 

4. All the Jewifh chriftians, after the 
deftrudion of Jerufalem, which was im* 
mediately after the age of the apoillest 
are called Ebionites: and thefe were ia 
the time of Origen, only of two forts^ fome 
of them holding the miragulous conception 

Vol, IV. X of 

■ 
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of our Saviour, and others believing that 
he was the foa of Jofeph, as well as of 
Mary. None of them are faid to have 
believed either that he was God, or the 
maktr of the world under God. And is it 
at all credible that the body of the Jewifh 
chriftians, if they had ever been inftruiled 
by the apoftles in the doctrine of the divi- 
nity, or. pre-exiftence of Chrifl, would fo 
foon, and fo generally, if not univerfally, 
have abandoned that faith i Maxim 8. 
; 5. Had Chrift been coniidered as God, 
or the maker of the world under God, in 
the early ages of the church, he would na- 
turally have been the proper objeft of 
prayer to chriftians ; nay, more fo than God 
the Father, with whom, on the fcheme of 
the do&rine of the trinity, they mud have 
known that they had lefs immediate inter- 
courfe. But prayers to Jefus Chrift were 
not ufed in early times, but gained ground 
gradually, with the opinion of Chrift being 
God, and the ob)c& of worihip. Maxim 17* 
6. The chriftian Fathers in general repce- 
fent the apoftles t» obliged to ufe great cau«- 

tion 
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tion not to offend their firft converts with the 

dodriiie of Chrift's divinity, and as forbear- 
ing to urge that topic till they were fiiA 
well eftabliihed in the belief of his being the 
Meffiah. Athanalius^ in particular adds, 
that the Jews being in an error on this fub- 
j€<a, drew the Gentiles into it* They all 
repreknt the apolUes as leaving their dii- 
ciples to learn the dodrine of Chrift's divi- 
nity, by way of inference from certain ex- 
preffions ; and they do not pretend to pro- 
duce any inftance in which they taught that 
do£trine clearly and explicitly before the 
publication of the gofpel of John. Maxim 
16. 

7. Hcgefippus, the firft cluiftian hifto- 
rian, enumerating the hereltes of his time, 
mentions Several of the Gnoilic kind, but 
not that of Chrift being a mere man. 
He - moreover fays, that in travelling to 
Rome, where he arrived in the time of 
Anicetus, he found all the churches that 
he viiited held the faith which had been 
tauglit by Chrift and the apoftlcs, which, in 
his opinion, was probably that of Chrift 

X 2 being 
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being not God» but man only. Juftin 
Martyr alfoj and Clemens Alexandrinus, 
who wrote after Hegefippus, treat largely 
of herefies in general, without mentioniog, 

or alluding to, the uuiurians. ivlaxini lO. 

8. All thofe who were deemed heretics 
in early times^ were cut oS from the com- 
munion of thofe who called thcmfelvcs the 
^rilndox chriftians^ and went by fome par* 
ticular name i generally that of their leader. 
But the unitarians among the Gentiles were 
aot expelled from the aflemblies of chrif- 
tiaas, but worlhippcd along with thofe who 
were called orthodox, and had no particular 
name till the time of Vidor, who excom- 
municated Theodotus ; and a long time 
after that Epiphanius endaavoured to give 
them the name of Aiogi. And though the 
Ebionites, probably about, or before this 
time, had been excommunicated by the 
Gentile chrillians, it was, as Jerom fays, 
imfy on account of their rigid adherence to 
the law of Mofcs« Maxim 7 . 

9. The yipoftles creed is that which was 
taught to all catechumens before baptifm, 

and 
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and additions were made to it from time to 
time, in order to exclude thofe who were 
denominated heretics. Now, though there 
are feveral articles in that creed which aU 
lude to the Gnoflics, and tacitly condemn 
them, there was not, in the time of TertuU 
lian^ any article in it that alluded to the 
unitarians ; fo that even then any unitarian, 
(at leaft one believing the miracttlous con* 
ceptioD) might have iublcribed it. It may, 
therefore, be concluded, that fimple unita- 
rianifm was not deemed heretical at the end 
of the fecond century. Maxim 9. 

1 o. It is owned by Eufebius and othef s, 
that the ancient unitarians themfelves, con« 
ftantly aflerted that their doftrine was the 
prevailing opinion of the chriftian church till 
the time of Vi(2or. The trinitarians denied 
this, but the truth of it may be proved from 
their own conceliions, eipecially tlieir abun* 
dant acknowledgment that the doftrines of 
the pre-exiftence and divinity of Chrift were 
not taught with clearnefs and efie^^ till it 
was done by the evangelift John, which 

X .3 ' was 
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was fuppofed to be after the death of the 

oth^r apollles. Maxim 2. 

II. Juftin Martyr, who maintains the 
pre-exiftenpe of Chrift, is fo far from call- 
ing the contrary opinion a here/y^ that what 
he &ys on the fubjcft is evidently an apo- 
logy for his own : an4 when he fpeaks of 
heretics In general^ which he does with great 
indignation, a$ no cbrijlians^ and having no 
communication with chriftians, he men-f 
tion)$ the Gnoftics only. Maxim 15. 

1%. Irensus, who was after Juftin* and 
who wrote a large treatife on the fttbjca of 
berefy, fays very little concerning the Ebio* 
nites i and the Ebionites he fpeaks of, he 
defcribes as believing that Chrift was the 
fon of Jofeph, without mentioning thofe, 
" if fuch there then were, who believed the 
pairaculous conception. Maxim 15. 

13. Tertullian reprefeats the majority 
' of the common or unlearned chriftians, the 
Idiotay as unitarians. It may therefore be 
prefiin^ed that, as the unitarian dodrine was 
l^j^l^ by the common people in. the time of 

TertttUianf 
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TcrtuUian, it had been more general ftill 
before that time, and probably univerfal in 
the apoftolical age. Athanafius alfo mentions 
it as a fubjedt of complaint to the orthodox 
of his age, that the many, and efpecially, 
perfons of low underftandings^ were 
to the unitarian dodirine. Maxim 6. 13. 

14. The firft who held and difcuffed the 
do£krine of the divinity of Chrift, acknow- 
ledged that their opinions were exceedingly 
unpopular among the unlearned chriftians f 
that thefe dreaded the dodrine of the tri- 
nity, thinking that it infringed upon the 
dodriiie of the fupremacy of God the Fa- 
ther; and the learned chriftians made fre- 
quent apologies to them, and to others, for 
their own opinion.. Maxim 13. • 

15. The divinity of Chrift was firft ad- 
vanced and urged by thofe who had been 
heathen philofophers, and efpecially thofe 
who were admirers of the dodtrine of Plato, 
who held the opinion of a Jt^cond God^ 
Maxim 14. 

16. Theie is a pretty eafy gradation in 
* the progrefs of the doftrine of the divinity 

- X4 . 
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of Chrid i a« he was firft thought to be a 
God in fotne (Qualified fenfe of the word, 
t diftinguifiied emanation from the fupreme 
mind ; and then the logos, or the mjdotn of 
Cod perfonified ; and this logos was firft 
thought to be only occafionally detached 
from the Deity, and then drawn into his 
eflence again, before tt Was imagined th)at 
it had a permanent fetjonahty, diilin<3: from 
that of the fource from which it fprung. 

And it was not till the fourth centnry, that 
this hgQs^ or ChriA, was thought to be pro* 
perly equal to the Father. Whereas, on the 
otlier hand, though it is now pretended that 
tlie apoftles taught the doctrine of the divi- 
aity of Chrift, yet it cannot be denied that 
in the very time of the ^poilles, the Jewiih, 
churchy and many of the Gentiles alfo, held 
the opinion of his being a mere man. Hero 
the traniition is quite fudden, without any 
gradation %t all. This moft naturally have 
givea th^ greater alarm, fuch as is now 
given to thofe who arc called orthodox, by 
the prejCbnt Socinians ; and yet nothing of 
this kiad can he perceived. Beiides, it is 

certainly 
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certainly moft probable that the chriftians 
of thofe times, urged as they were with 
the nicannefs of their mafter» fliould incline 
to add to^ rather than taAe Jrom^ his natii» 
ral rank and dignity. Maxim la. 

17. The dodlrine of Chrift having no human 
Jwl^ befides the log^^ is neceifary to the 
Arian hypothefis* But ail the Fathers who 
wrote upon the fubjcft befdre the time of 
Arius held that Chrift had a proper human 
ibuly and this dodrine was never obje<^ed to 
any of them as wrong. It may, therefore^ 
be concluded^ that Arianiim had no ejuft<* 
ence before the age of Arius. Maxim 1 1, 

i8« The hgos of all chriftian writers be- 
fore Ariusy was an attribute of God the 
Father, which the catholics fuppofed to 
have become a proper perjin. That the 
logos had even not 6een, aad that it was 
treated out of nothings is a doArine that 
cannot be traced any higher than the a^ 
of Arius. It, therefore, could cot be the 
dodtrine that was taught by the apoftles. 
Maxim II. 

To ^ 
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To this fammaiy view of the arguments 

in favour of -the chriilian church having 
been originally unitarian, I fhall fubjoin 
a (imilar ahridgment of the arguaients for 
and agalnft the miraculous concepiioru 

The hiftory of the miraculous concep- 
tion is contained in our prefent copies of 
of the gofpels of Matthew and Luke. It 
was certainly believed by Juilin Martyr, and 
no doubt by nian^ other chriflians of that 
age, and we have no account of any time 
in which the introdudlions which contain 
that hiftory were added to the gofpels. And 
that of Luke in particular is fo much of a 
piece with the ftyle of the reft of the hif- 
tory, that there can be little doubt of its 
having uiade an original part of it. We 
have, therefore, the teftimony of two co- 
temporary hiftorians in its favour. 

On the other hand, as all the writings 
of the ancient unitarians are loft, and eipe- 
cially that of Symmachus, on this very iub- 
je6:, there may have been complaints of 
interpolations, of which we have now no 

3 account* 
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account. And had it been always under- 
ftood that thofe introdudions were really 
written by Matthew and Luke^ efpecially 
that of Matthew, it is not ealy to account 
for the difbeiief of the ftory by any chris- 
tians, efpecially thofe of the Jewifh race, 
who . had the higheft refpeft for what they 
really thought to be the genuine goipel of 
Matthew. ^^Whereas a difpofition to add to 
the perfonal dignity of Chrift, which dif- 
covered itfelf very early, may be fuppofed 
to, have led others Ito adopt the opinion of 
the miraculous conception on infutiicient 
grounds. ' ' . . 

No fatisfadtory reafon can now be ima- 
gined, why Chrift ihould not have been 
born of two human parents % nor can we 
find any tradition of fuch a reafon in the 
early chriftian writersi^. There might even 
be a fufpicion, that he was not propedy a 
man^ if he was not produced as other men 
are ; and confequently the peculiar advan- 
tages of the unitarian doctrine will be in - 
foiae danger of being abandoned. 

The 
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The miraculous conception does not ap- 
pear to have been afierted in the time of the 
apoftles ; there being no mention of it, or 
allufion to it» in the New Teftament (ex« 
cept the introdui^ons to the gofpels above 
mentioned) and there being no account of 
any objc&ion made to it b/ unbelievers in 
that age, as there were afterwards. And 
if there wa8\, no fufficient evidence of the 
fad in that early period, it would be too 
late to afcertain it to fattsfadion after-* 
wards* We are not informed that either 
Mary, or any other per ion who could pro- 
perly atteft the fad, was queftioned on the 

fubjed. 

The only gofpcl that was received by the 
Jewiih chniUans (who, from their iitua- 
tion, muft have been tl>e befl judges) as 
the authentic gofpel of Matthew^ did not 
contain the two firft chapters* 

The introdudions to the gofpels of 
Matthew and Luke contain, each of them, 
feveral improbable circumftances, and are 
hardly compatible with each other. The 

genealo« 
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genealogies in particular, which are both 
faid to be that of Jofeph, arc wholly dif* 
ferent* Matthew's account of Jeius's re«i 
cciving the vilit of the wife men at Bethle- 
hem> cannot eafily be reconciled with Luke's 
account of his parents living at Nazareth, 
and only going to Bethlehem for the pur-s 
pofe of the cenfus. The account of this 
ccnfus is full of improbabilities, cfpecially 
-M it fuppofts an obligation on Mary, a 
woman big with child^ to attend there at 
that time. 

Had the hiftory contained in thefe two 
introdaftions been true, Jefus muft have 
been publicly announced to be the Meffiah 
from the time of his birth ^ whereas, both 
his education, and the manner in which he 
condudted himfelf after the commencement 
of his public miniftry, fhew, that no perfon. 
had fuch an idea of him, and he did not, < 
for a confiderable time, claim that charac« 
tcr, except to a few. 

Had the hiAory of the miraculous coq« 
ception been well founded, it is hardly 
pd&bte to account for the omiffioa of h 

by 
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by John, but more efpecially by Mark, 
whether he was epitomizer of MattheWt 
as foine have fuppofed, or not ; becaufe the 
faA being quite fingular, and of an extra-* 
ordinary nature^ he could not have thought 
-it unworthy of being recorded in a profefled 
hiftory of Chrift. 

All the Jewi£h chriftians are by Irenaus 
called Rbionites^ and he always defcribes 
them as believing Jeius to have been the 
fon of Jofcph I and only Origen, and Eu- 
febiusy who probably copied hini) fpeak of 
any of them as believing the miraculous 
conceptiout and this is only in one paflage 
of Eufebius. In another paflage he fpeaks 
of the Ebionites in general (and he has no 
other name for any Jewiih chriitians) as 
difbeliving it. 

. It is probable alfo, that many Gentile 

chriftians dilbelieved the miraculous con- 
ception. Juftin Martyr fpeaks of no uni* 
tarians but fuch as were of this. opinion* 
Some of them certainly were fo in the time 
of Origen ; and from the circumftance of 
the followers of Paulus Samofatenfis faying 

that 
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that Jefas was born at Nazareth, it is pro- 
bable the ancient Gentile unitarians in ge- 
neral gave no credit to the account of his 
being born at Bethlehem, and confequently 
not to the miraculous conception. In that 
early age, therefore, the unitarians had 
ieeu no reafon which induced them to 
believe it, and no new authority has been v 
difcovered itnce that time. 

The early Gnoflics did not believe the 
miraculous conception, though their fyftem 
would have inclined them to admit it ; and 
Marcion cxprefsly maintained, tha.t.the ori- 
ginal copy of Luke's gofpel did not con- 
tain that hiftory. 

If Jefus be not the fon of Jofcph, there is 
no evidence of his being defcended from 
David, which the Jews confider as a necef- 
fary charaderiftic of the Meffiah, and there 
is no prophecy that announces his miracu* 
lous birth. 
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SECTION V. - 

Some of the U/es that may he derive J from 
the CMf$dtration cf tie SuijeU ff ikU 

u T?ROM the variety of opinions thit 
^ wc httvc been revicwiag, wc maj fee 
the great uic of v. hit is generally Lulled 
Metapbyfa^ or the importance of gainiog 
clear ideas concerniog fubjecls of the moft 
general and comprehenfive nature. A little 

^ good fenfe and difcerooient of this kind 
would have intircly prevented the rile of 

S*thc doctrine of the trinity. It would have 
been feen at once« that it waa abfurd to 
fuppofe^ that a mere attribute of any being 
could be converted into a fuiji4uue % and 
therefore that Chilil, or the Son, couid 
never have been the original and proper 
lolfdom^ or power of the rather^ at firft, a 
mere property^ at reafon is in man, and after* 
wards a perjon^ truly diilinct from him^ and 
capable of having fcnumcntSi and a iphcre 

I of 
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of adion of his own, To as to become incar- 
nate^ while the Father remained in heaveoi ^ 
Still more cvideijt^ if poflible, is it, that \ 
ibund metaphyfics would have i-evolted at the ' 
luppoiition of three divine perfons makin^c \ 
no more than one god. This muft have \ 
been immediately perceived to be an exprefa 
contradiciion^ fuch as no miracles could 
prove. , / 

z. The fubjed of this Work may liketi^ife / 
ferve to fliew us the ufe of true Phllojophy^ 
Had not this fcience been in its very in^^* 
fancy at the time of the promulgation of 
chriftianity, the dg£trine of ptolations Would 
have been entirely exploded. For we f^e 
nothing in nature that could authorize us to 
fuppofe, that a part, protruded from an in- 
telligent being (whether feparatcj from it 
or not) could of itfetf become a diiiindt in^ 
telligent being of the fame kind* A branch 
or flip from a tree is by no means a cafe of 
fimple prolation^ much lefs would it ever 
have occLired to any perfoxi, that the being*- 
thus prolated and derived from another, 
could be drawn back into that being from 

Vol. IV. y which 
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which they fprung, which was a do&rine 
ia the oriental philofopliy. Bclidesj if 
natural prolations be the foundation of uiia- 
logical realbning» with refped^ to the Su« 
♦preme Being, we muft admit both a power 
of infinite multiplication, and alfo that there 
may be numberlefs derived intelligences in 
all refpcds fully e(jual to the original 
ftock, which was never admitted, even by 
the Gnoftics. . The doctrine of prolation 
can only be exemplified by the derivation of 
a river froqi a fpring, or a canal from a 
river } but this is very remote indeed from 
the cafe of any thing that is endued with 
/{/i^ and iliil more remote from that of 
beings which have i?2tclllgence. 

Had the nature of lights and its relation 
to the /un^ been known to Phiio^ and the 
chriftian Fathers, they could never have 
availed themfelves of it, to favour their 
doArine of the occafional perfonification of 
the divine logos, which led to that of its 
permanent perfoniiicacion, as this led to the 
dodlrine of the perfed equality of the Sua to 
the Father, 

Light 
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Light was, in that age, imagined to be 
an efflux, protruded from the fun in the day 
time, always connedled with it, andjlrawn 
back into it again at night ; and fuch was 
the logos fuppofed to be with reipedt to 
God, by Philo and the philofophical uni- 
tarians. Had they underilood the true 
nature of ligit, they would hardly have en- 
tertained fuch an abfurd idea of the logos^ 
and of its relation to the fupreme mind. 
We fliould, therefore, never have heard of 
their notion concerning the protruiaon of 
the logos from God, Confequently Chrift ^ 
could never have been thought to be this 
logos, but would always have been fuppof- 
ed to have been a mere prophet, like Mofes, 
and others J who had gone before him. As 
to the Arian created logos, I have (hewed that 
the idea of it was fubfequent to that of the 
trinitarian uncreated logos, and was what 
would never have been thought of^ if this 
other had nOt preceded it. 
' To their new logos y however^ the Ariant 
attributed all the fundions of the old one, 
even that of being the creator of the world 

# 
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and, extraordinary as this may Iccm, yet 
the idea of a fubo^rdinate creator being once 
eftabliihedy and haying been received both 
by the Gnoftics and the catholics, the 
greateft difficalty wa£ already fujrmoimted* 
For to fuppofe that to be done by a created 
being, which had before been fuppofed to 
be done by a being inferior to the deity^ 
though uncreated^ was no great ftep, efpe- 
cially coniidering how. little it is that we 
can pretend to know of the nature of crea- 
tkn. But whatever it be^ it is always re«w 
presented in the £:riptures as the fole pre^ 
rogative of the fupreme Being. 
. How difgraceful is it to the prefent age» 
ill which philoiophical and metapbyiical 
knowledge are fo much improved^ that we 
Gil«uiot forbear to fmile at the fyftems of 
ancient times, and are apt to treat them 
with perhaps too much contemptft that we 
yet retain thofe doArines.in theology which 
owe their rife to dusnu The perufai o£ 
this worki ia which ,are exhibited the ab- 
furd fictions and reafouings of thofe who. 
have obtained the aame of Eaiiersh flft4 
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efpecially their tr^ily ridiculous interpreta- 
tions of rcriptore^ caanot but tend to abalt 
our reverence for the doit^r^oes for which 
they contended, and which, indeed, they 
introduced. , 

3. I flatter myfclf, however, that this 
work, together with thofe which I have 
alretidy publiilied on thefe fubje(3;s, may be 
the means of exciting a more general atten* 
tion to thefe early chriftian writers, by 
giving a juft idea of the proper upfijf them. 
This IS that of fupplying authorities for 
ancient fadts relating to chriftianity, fuch 
as the exigence particular opinions> at 
particular times, and the a<5i:ual progrefs of 
them ; which may enable us to aicertaia 
their cauies and confequences. With re^ 
fped to the writers themfclves, they ought 
to be judged of by their fituatioh^nd ad- 
vantages. Notwithftanding the contempt 
into which they are fallen, yet as fnen^ and as 
writers, they were, no doubt, equal to mea 
and writers of any other age ; and as phim 
bfapbtrs and mitapbyfecians^ it will be feen 
that they were e^ual, and indeed* fuperior 

YS to 
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to the very ableft of the Platonifts. Their 
ideas were kfs confufed, and their reafon- 
iog from their premifes quite as clear and 
conclufive. They are generally charged 
with tnconfiftency I but this accufation has 
been much aggravated. Taking any of 
them fingly, I will venture to Iky, that, thcy"^ 
were not more inconiiiient with thtinjA^^ 
than writers of any other age, whoifi^ w 
long, and who wrote as mucl^ ua^i^^they 4iii ^ 
and the variety of chai:^£ter and manner in 
the difierent writers is exaiSly fimilar to 
that of any other fet of writers. Had Mr. 
Locke, Sir Tfaac Newton, or Dr« Clarke^ 
lived in thofe times, and had enjoye^ all 
the advantages of liberal education which 
the age afforded, they would; .not» I am 
perfuadedf have made a greater Hgure than 
Origen, Jerom, or Auftin ; and I would be 
. far from aniwering for it, that their good 
, fenfe would have miade tliem fuch men as 
Paulus Samoiateniis, Marcelius of Aacyra, 
or Photinus. 

The chriftian Fathers have, been likewife 

highly cenfurisd for their loofe manner of 

inier|)reting 
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interpreting the fcriptures, and Origea has 
been particularly blamed in this refped. 
But in this they had a precedent in Philo, 
whofe allegorical interpretations of the Old 
.Teftament are even more wild and abfurd 
than theirs. And it is very unjuft to blame 
Origea ^nore than others of the Fathers in 
this^fpeft. Attftin, Jcrom, and even feu- 
febius; interpret the fcriptures in the fame 
allegorital and fanciful way. 

But whatever be the charader» or real 
value, of the chriftian writers in the three 
or four firft centuries, ' in them only can 
we hnd monuments of the ilate of things 
in their age ; and therefore they who really 
wifh to know how chriftians thought, felt^ 
and adted, in the age iaimediately fubfe- 
quent to that of the apoftles^ muft ftudy 
\ them. BeiideSj with reipe(2 to feveral im« 
portant articles, they are the only guides 
we have to a knowledge of the true ftate of 
things in the time of the apoftles ; the book 
pi A£ks. being a very concife and imperfeA 
hiilory, though fufficient for the purpofe 

Y4 V for 
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for which it was written j and its real rz^ 
l4e is hardly lefs than that of the gofpels^ 

4. Laftly, after perufing fuch a wort; 
t8 this, we may have peculiar fatisfac* 
tion in reEccting ihat^ notwithilandiog every 
corraptioo of chriftianity, even lliat which 
affe<^s the doi^rine of the unity of God (an 
iirticie of th^ firft magnitude in fpeculatloa, 
which has even ferioas , pcaAical con(e<* 
quences^ ^nd which mull prevent the cor- 
dial reception of it by the greateft part of 
thf worlds and which therefore calk aloud 
for all the zeal of its friends to expofe and re- 
move it) it faaa, in ^very fta^ be^n infinitely 
fuperior to the religion which prevailed in 

the world before its promulgation. More« 
over it has always^ in ^ great m^fure, anfwer* 

ed its prpfcfTed objeft, which was to reforxn 
the world> hy inculcating with proper aotho* 
rity^ evid^^nce^ and effedt^ the great do(^rin$ 
i>f rewards and punifhments $f|er death . 

This .article of phriitian faith was held 
isVen by the Gnoilics, and in every ftage 
^f popifh darknef^ ^d d^ll^liOli* Falfe no-r 

\x9m 
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tipns of virlue have been taught 5 but the 
comrncm fenie^ the daily ob&rvation and 
experience of naankind, as well as an 
attention to the genuine principles of the 
gofpely have always been able to keep thofe 
deviations within fome bounds ; and what- 
ever it be that any perfons, calling them- 
lelves chriftiam, have deemed wr$ng c&n^ 
du^if they have firmly believed to draw 
after it an adequate punifliment; as what- 
ever they have thought to be rigJb^ cmduQ^ 
they have had no doubt would be entitled 
to an abundant reward in the life fucjceed- , 
ing the preient. 

It is greatly to be wiflied that all chrif- 
tians would attend more to this great iond 
of union among them (an article of agree* 
ment of fuch magnitude as almoft to anni« 
biJate all their differences) this commau faUb 
which is equally held by theai all, by the 
Jews who were before them» and by Ma- 
.hometans who have learned it of them. 
This coniidcration would help to extin-* 
guiih mutual animofities, and give us a 
pool and difpaflionate temper of mind, which 

is 
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is necdTary to that calm diifcufllon of our 
differences, from which alone we, can ex- 
' pcdt a defirable termination of coatioverfy, 

in the difcovery and untverfjil reception of 
all truth. 

This general agreement among clirif^ 
tians, in the great principles of their faith, 
cfpecially thofe of the unity of God^ and 
the humanity of Cbrijip will make their re«« 
liglon appear infinitely more rcfpe<9;ablc 
(becai]^fe more rational) to the whole world, 
and cannot fail to put an end to all in* 
fidelity, and bring on thofe glorious times, 
when, according to the fure word of prth* 
fbecy^ the whole earth *wiU be full of the 
knowledge of the Lord, and the kingdoms of 
tie moor Id will become the kingdoms of our 
Lord, and of his Cbrijl. 

I ihall not live to fee this event, but I 
clearly fee the operation of thoie caufes, 
which will certainly bring it to pafs ; and 
this faith is ^ble to give the greateft cbn- 
folation through lifo, and in death. The 
fainteft 'hope that my. writings, notwith«» 
ftanding (he miftakes I may have fallen 

iirto^ 
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into, and which I ihall always be ready 
to corred, may have been the fmallefl: 
means, in the bands of providence^ of ac- 
compliihiDg fo great an -endt does mudt 
more than enable me to bear^ it makes me 
rejoice in, all the hatred and, oppoiition that 
I draw upon myfelf by tbeoi. 
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SECTION VI. 

Of the prejent Slate of Things with rejpc^ 
to the Trimtarmn and Arum Contraverfies^ 

/^F late years the attention of learned 
chriftians has been much drawn to the 
doctrine of the trinity^ and it is highly de- 
firable that this fhould be continued till 
the controveriy come to ibme regular 
ilTue* There was a remarkable sera of 
this kind occafioned by the publication of 
Dr. Clarke's Scripture DoSirine of the Tri'^ 
nity; in Icfs than twenty years after which 
a great majority of learned chriilians in this 
country were, I believe, pretty well fatlsfied 
concerning the fupremacy of one God the 
Father, and that Chrift is only a creature. 

If learned men will give equal attention 
to the fubje(5t of this work (I do not iay to 
the work itfelf, for I hope to fee other 
treatifes which fliall have the fame objed) 
we may exped that in an e<jually fliort fpace 

of 
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of time the controverfy betweep the Ariana 

and uniUriaos wUi be decided*. For every, 
fad: of any confcquence to forming our 
judgment may ia that time be prodttCed> 
and when that is.done» there will be little 
mote halting Between the two opinims^ It 
fpeak of thole who are of a proper age for. 
inquiries of this kind, and fuch as the 
rifing generation will follow i *whi|c.thciib 
who are pait th,e age of inquiry will^gp off 
the ftage, and. c^rry their prejudibea with. 
them« _ . 

It c^ertainly mofl imports thofc who en-* 
joy fuperior ftati<>|i6 in eftabliilxd «b.i>rcbea 
to defend the fyftem from which they den 
live their wealth and honoura* The com^ 
munities, which give them their rank in 
their icfpe^ive eountrie8» will look up to 
the^m for it« And the iame anfavonrabte 
conclufion will be drawn, whether they 
leave the w(Mrk to inferior liands> aneqoal 
to the diicttffioiH or thoo^ves come forthy 
and be foiled in the contell. 

Such is the attentidn that is already glveti 
to this lub|ed:« and fuch the general expei£la^ 

tion 
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tion from the Arians in particular^ that 
dieir filence will be confidered m the fame 
light as a giving up of the caufe. And the. 
confequence of a continued filence on the 
part of both Arians and trinitarians muft 
be that, excepting thofe who are called 
methodifts (in whofe adherence to the cfta- 
bliihed fyftem there is generally more zeal, 
without learning or knowledge) none, will 
be left^ or hereafter rife up> to enjoy the 
firft ftations. in the qhurch^ but fuch as 
will be fufficiently known to be unitarians. 
And can it be expeded that the fyftem 
caii ftand long with fuch heterogeneous 
fupports ? 

Human eilabliihments may for a period 
bear down reafon, and they have, no doubt, 
a great advantage in the conteft. But not* 
withAanding this^ the progrefs of truths is 
as certain as that of time^ and whatever fyf« 
tem has not the fupport of truth muit fall. 
During, the gradual progrefs of truth, her 
enemies muft be filled with fecret confa« 
fion, and her friends^ with the fulieft con* 
fidence and moft joyful expedation. In 

this 
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this age, all attempts to iliile inquiry by 
^lenciy will be as ubavailing as former ae«- 
tempts to overbear it by force. The time 
is come when truth will be heard, and it 
will be impoffible either to over-awe^ or to 
fupprefs it. 

The common people are now ipuch in- 
terefted \xl theological difcuffions, the ap* 
peal being made to the fcriptures^ and to re^ai^ 
Jon^ of which , they are judges, as well as ta 
aniiquityf with relpedl to which they are left 
qualified to determine; though even as to ' 
this, by a careful attention, and a comparifoa 
of the allegations on both fides, they may be 
enabled to come to a fatisfad:ory concluiion* 
And when the minds of a fufficient num- 
ber of the more intelligent of the laity are 
enlightened, they will be followed by the 
lefs intelligent ; and then the concurrence 
of the ftate« and of the clergy, to a reforma- 
tion of the public forms of worihip in fa- 
vour of unitarian principles, will comexif 
courfe. They who make and adminifter' 
laws, are neceifarily directed in their pro* 

3 c^edings 
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ceedings by the fpirit and inclinatioa of 
the people, whofe fervants they really are, 
and whofe will they mail confult. How 
glorious then is the proiped; which the 
daily Ipread of onitarianifm is opening to 
us I 

I had intended to have enlarged on this 
topic in this place i but having done it in 
my late Sermon for the 5th of November, 
and the Reflexions fubjoined to it, I take 
the liberty to refer my readers to that pub- 
lication- ' 
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Articles omitted to be infer ted in tbeir proper 

Places. 

Volk L p* 19* after the laft paragraph add^ 

^TT^HE manner in which the apoftles, and 
thoib of the difciples of Chrift who re* 
fpedted him the moft, lived and converfed 
with him, jQiews clearly enough, that they 
confidered him in no higher light than that 
of a prophet, or fuch a Meifiah as the Jews ia 
general expedted ; one who was deftined to be 
a temporal prince* But what a fmall matter 
muit this have appeared to them, if they 
had thought him to be the being who 
made the world, to fay nothing of his 
proper divinity. Had they feen him with 
the eyes of an Arian, they muft have con-* 
fidered. his appearing in the character of 
the MeJJiah, as a flate of great humiliationii 
inftead of a ftate of exaltation and glory ; 
which, however always appears to have 
been their idea of him in that charaOer. 
VoL,IV* Z Bcfides, 
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Bcfides, the freedoms which they took-with 
him, as thofe of Peter reproving him for 
talking of his fufFerings, and for fpeaking 
ofapciion touching him in a crowd, and 
other little circumftances> (hews that they 
had not that awe of him upon their minds, 
%i7hich they could never have divefted them* 
felves of, if they had confidered him as 
being their maker. A perfon who can think 
otherviriie, muit never have attempted to 
realize the idea, or have put himfelf in the 
place of the apoftles, fo as to have imagined 
himfelf introduced into the adtual prefence 
of his maker, ia the form of man, or any . 
other form whatever. He would be over* 
whelmed with the very thought of it. Or 
if any particular perfon (hould have had 
the courage, and unparalleled felf-poflef* 
lion, to bear fuch a thing, muft there not 
have been numbers who would have been 
£Ued with confternation at the very idea, 
or the mere Jujpicion^ of the perfon they 
were fpeaking to being really God ? And 
yet we perceive no trace of any fuch con- 
fiernation and alarm in the gofpel hiftory, 
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no mark of afloniHunent in the difciples of 
our Lord inconfequenceof their belief of it, 
and no marks of indignation or exclama- 
tion of blafphciuy, &c. agaiaft thofe who 
diibelieved it. 

Vol. I. p. 66> after the firft paragraph add, 

I T is acknowledged that thefe two 
paflages, viz. from the epiftles to tl>e 
Epheiians, and Coloflians, correfpond to 
each other, and that the^ are to be in- 
terpreted on the fame principles. Now if 
the phrafeology in the epiftle to the £phe« 
lians be attended to, it will be clearly feen, 
that the writer explains his own meaning 
with refpeA to what he calls creation. In 
the fecond chapter, he reprcfcnts the Gen- 
tiles as being in a ftate of deaths and quicks 
encd^ or brought to li/e^ by the gofpeL 
Confcquently they might be faid to be 
created again^ as he fays, ch. ii. lo. IVe are 
bis workmanjijip created in Chrijl Je/us unto 
good works. Does not this fufHciently ex- 
plain what he meant, ch« iii. 9. by creating 
all things by "Jefus Chrijl ? With the fame 

lit % idea 
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idea he calls the heathen ftate of the Ephe* 
fians the eld man^ and their cbriilian liate, 
the new many ch. iv. 22. That ye put 0^ cm" 
cerning the former converfation the old man^ 
which is corrupt^ according to the deceitful 
lujls : ajid be renewed in the Jpirit of your 
mind I and that ye put on the new man, 
which, after God, is created in rigbteoufnejs 
and true holinefs. 

In the idea of the apoftky the preaching 
of chriftianity made a new and diftinguifhed 
asra in the hiftory of the world, from which 
things might be faid to have a new origin,, 
and this he terms creatiGUy as he fays, 2 Cor. 
V. 17. If any man be in Chrijl, be is a new 
creature : Old things are pujed away, be^ 
hold all things are become new. And this lan- 
guage is countenanced by, and was perhaps 
adopted from, Ifaiah *, who, looking into 
future times, fays, ch. Ixv. 17. Behold / 
create new heavens, and a new earth, and the 
former Jljall not be remembered nor come into 
mind. But be ye glad, and rejoice for ever 
in that which J create. For behoid I create 
ferufalem a rejoicing^ and her people a joy. 

By 
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By this language the prophet only meant to 
defcribe a glorious revolution in favour of 

the Jews. 

Vol. III. p. 30. after the laft paragraph add, 

THE Rabbi Nachmaaidcs, in his pub- 
lic difputation before the king of Arragon, ' 
in 1263, lays the greateft ftrefs imaginable 
on the dodrine of the Mcfliah being a mere 
man ; and his addrefs to the young king on 
the fubje<^ is pertinent and afieding. 
The greateft fubjed of controverfy bc- 
tween us and the chriitianst" fays he, 
lies in this, that you make the Mefliah , 
to be a God, which is not to be borne," 
(literally, it is a very bitter tbmg^'y)ixa us) 
** You, my king, are a young man, born of 
chriftian parents, and have all your life 
heard monks and preachers difcourfing 
about the nativity of Jefus, and they have 
^^ filled your bones with this dodrine as 
with marrow ; and from ufe it is grateful 
to you. But what you believe on this 
fubjed is contrary to found rcafon. It is 
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not agreeable to comaion fenfe, to the 

*• nature of things, or to the writings of 
the prophets. The enormous prodigy is 

•* utterly inexplicable. For coulu tiie 
creator of heaven and earth, and of all 

<* things that are in ihem» go into the 
womb of a Jewifli • woman, be there 
oouriihed nine mooths^ be afterwards 
born a boy, then grow to a man, be de- 

^* livered into the hands of his enemies, 
who ihould pafs ieotence of death upon 
him, and execute it, then come to life 
again, &c. Thefe are things that neither 

** the reaiba of a Jew, nor that of any other 
man, can bear. It is in vain, there- 
fore, and to no purpofe, to difpute about 

•* other things ; it is on this that the hinge 

** of our eontroverfy turns 

♦ Caetcrum, principalis cau^a quae inter Judacos ac 
praepuliatQs dubia ac controverfa eft, in eo latet, quod tos 
Meffiam inter divinitatis fepta ^mittitis, quie res eft durif- 
fima. Tu vcro, mi rex domineque, juvcnis es, patre 
chriHiano, et matre cliriftiana progenitMs, totaque vita tua 

« 

audivifti oionachos, homtindones et eoncionatores de nati- 
vity Jefu verba facieates, iihac quaH medulla repleverunt 

' offs 
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Vol. 4« p« 10. after the firft paragraph in^ 

jfert this Note. 

AS I am confident it will will give plca- 
fure to many of my readers, 1 ffaall give 
them a fpecimen of true candour in a mo- 
dern trinitarian, the late excellent Dr. 
Watts. It is copied from his U/eful and 
important ^ejlions concerning Jefus the Jon of 
Cod, p, I X • See. This title. Son of God, is 

w - » 

e£k tus, et ex hac confuetiidine fuavis eft ingento tua» 

Sed vero res quam creditis, fanae rationi adverfatur, nec 
enim vdi intellc6lus» vel. reruoi natura tale quid conce* 
dunt, neque pruphetse *hoc enundarunt. Ampltat« nee 
explicari poteft procligii enormitas, prout demonflrabo ra« 
tionibus evidentibus fuo loco et tempore, Nunquid enint 
^creator coeli et terrae, renimqae quae hb contineiitur om« 
nium, rcciperit fefe in uterum Judaicae mulieris, ibiqucale- 
retur, per menfcs novenif et puer poilea naiiceretur, educa- 
retur deiodet traderetur in m^nus inimicorum fuoninit qui 
capitalem fententiam adverfus ilium pronunciarent, et ned 
traderent, dicatur autem pollea revixiii'e, et reverfus eiTe ia 
locum iuum» qu»|ue alia funt ejus generis f Ifta nec Ju* 
daei hominis nec cujufquam mortalium fana ratio fufFert* 
in vanuiii igicur« et in nihilum« de aliis verba facitis, nam 
in his ver(itur cardo noftne controverfiae* P. 40W 
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*^ given to Chrift, fometimes upon the ac* 

count of his incarnation and miraculous 
birth ; but this cannot be the chief mean- 

*^ ning of the i^ame Son of Godf in the texts 
befprip cited. For furely the belief that 

'^the man Chrift Jefus was begotten of 
Qody and \)oxa of a virgin^ without an 
earthly father, was not made the term of 

<^ £dvatipn any where that we c^n find in 
in the New Teflament. It is not this 
fort of fonjhip that Chrift and the apoftles 
lay io great a ftrefs on, nor make the mat* 
ter of their iermons, and the labour of 
their arguments, to convince - the world 
of |t^ in order to their ialyation* This 

^' circumflance of his extr?u)rdinary birth 
doth not feem to have any fuch fpectal 
connexion with the redemption and fal- 
vat ion of men, as to have it made the pe* 
culiar matter of their faith, and the ver/ 
article on Y^bifh their falvation, was (o 
depend* 

Doubtlefs many a poor creature might 
become a true believfrin Chrift, when he 
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was upon earth, by the light of his mi- 
racks, and hearing his dodtrine, without 
the knowledge of this particular circuth- 

^* fiance of bis incarnation or birth ^ and 
doubtlefs many a one was converted by 
the apoiUeSt without any notice of this 
' part of the hiflory of Chrift, For we 
fcarce find fo much as the mention of it 
in thei.r preaching or writings. This» 

^ therefore, cannot be the meaning of this 
0ame in thofe fcriptures." 

Vol* IV. p. 25. add, 

- IT has been faid that the ufe of the mi« 
raculous conception was to be a motive 
with the parents of Jcfus, to give him a 
pious and proper education. But to this it 
may be replied, in the firil place, that his 
parents, being of themfelves pious perfons, 
would, of courfe, give their child a religi- 
ous education ; and, therefore, could not 
ftand in need of fo extraordinary a meafure 
as this to engage them to attend to it. 
Befides, no niotive is naturally ib ftrong as 

the 
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the love that a parent bears to his own 

child, to do for him every thing that he be- 
lieves will be for his advantage ; which^ on 
the part of Jofeph, would be wanting on 
this hypothefis# 

The taik of the education of the Meifiah 
would, in all probability, have (juite over« 
lirhdmed the minds of fuch perfons as Jo-' 
feph and Mary, who were in a low condi- 
Jtion ia life, and had enjoyed no particular 
advantage with refped: to education them- 
ielves. Without exprefs inllrudlion from 
heaven, it is mofb probable that they would 
have put him under the care of ibmc of 
jthcir rabbic\-, and certainly would never 
jliave brought him up to the trade of a car* 
penter. Or they might naturally prefumc^ 
that being born in a fupernatural manner, 
he would be iniirudtedt apd prepaid for his 
ofBce, in a fupernatural manner. 
, It does not appear that any particular 
care of the .education of Jefus was at all 
neceflary. A learned education he evidently 
had not y . for the Jews expreifed their afto- 

niihment 
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titfiiment at his doArine, on the account of 
his n^t knowing Utters^ meaning that he had 
not had the education of one of their rabbles. 
As far as appears, Jefus had not been taaght 
any thing more than to read and write his 
own language ; and all the ufe that he had 
made of this learning was in his private ftudj 
of the fcriptures ; and that, before his bap- 
tifm, he had given more attention to thefe 
than other pious Jews ufuaily did, may be 
fuppofed, but cannot be proved. 

We fee no reaibn to think that Jefus'^ 
appearing as the Mefiiah at thirty years of 
age, required any particular previous know« 
ledge. He, like other Jews, would, of 
courfe, be brought up in the expedtation of 
the Meffiah; and, till his baptiim, he 
might be under the fame mifiake with re«* 
fped to his charafter and kingdom, that 
other pious Jews were. But, at that time 
•'(for we cannot be fure that it was before) he 
would be informed that he was the pfcffon, 
and would be inftruded what he muft ieaeb 
' and do, and alfo be apprized of what he muft 

fuffer 
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fuffet in that choradier. And his fuper-na*. 
tural illumination, and his private medi-« 
tations, during the forty days which he paf* 
fed in abfolute retirement, will fafficiently 

account for the part that he ad;ed, and the 

, temper of mind that he difcovered after* 
wards. 

His firft preaching was nothing more 
than John had taught before him. Mat. vi. 
ij. From that time Je/us began to preach and 
to fay. Repent^ for the kingdom of heaven is at 

hand. Nor do I perceive any thing in his 
fubfequent teaching, which any other good 
man may not be fuppoied « to have been al« 
ways ready to deliver, on receiving inftruc* 
tions from God on the fubjed:. His mira^ 
des evidently required no particular edu- 
cation, preparation, or inftrudtion, for they 
were not bis. The Father within him did 
the works. 

Why then lliould we fuppofe that the 
miraculous conception was provided as a 
means to a certain end ; when neither the 
exijience, nor the propriety of that end, c^n 

bo 
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be proved from the fcripturcs. We arc no 
where told« that any particular attention to 
the education of Jefus by his parents was 
requifite, nor do we find that fach attention 
was given. This then is a cafe in which 
both the faUt and the hypoibe/is to account, 
for its are alike imaginary. 
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The Names of the principal Ferfom mentioned in this 
Work^ with the Times in which they livedo in the 
order of the Alphabet^ correfpondtng to the Biogra- 
phical Chart, which fronts the Title-page of the 
firfi Volume. 

■ 

AM B R O S E, died A. D. 397. aged 57, 
Anaftafius Sinaitaj died 599. 
ApoUinarius, jun. flouriilaed jyo. 
Aquikj flourilhed i28« 
Arius, died 336. 
Arnobius, flouhihed 303. ^ 
Athanafius, died 371. 
Athenagoras, flourilhed 177. 
Auftin, died 430- 76. 

Ba^defanes, iiouriihed 172. 
Bafil the Great, died 378. 5 1. 
Bafil of Seleucia, flourifhed 448* 
Baiilides, flonrifhed 11 2, 
Beryllus> flourifhcd 230. 

Caius, flouriihed 210* 

CalFian, died 448. 97, 

Celfus, flourifiied 150. 

Cerinthus, flouriflicd 80. 

Chrift> died 29. 36. 

Chryioilom, died 407. 53. 

Clemens Alexandfinus, died about 220. 

Clemens 
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Clemens Roman us, died 10 2. 
Cofmaslndicopleuttcs, flouriflied 535, 
Cyprian, died 258. 
Cyril of Alexandria, died 444. 



Did) mus of Alexandria, flouriflied 370. 



Donatus, died about 355. 
Ephrctn Syrus, flouriflied 370. 



Evagrius, born 535. lived after 595. 

Eunomius, died about 394. 
Eufebius, died about 340. about 70. 
Eutyches, flouriflied 448. 

Facundus, flouriihed 540. 
Firmilian, died 270* 
Fulgentius, died 529. 66. 

Gregentius, ditd 552. 

Gregory the Great, died 604* 60. 

' Nazianzen, died 389. 65. 
— — Nyffcn, died 395. 
— — * Thaumaturgus, died a66- 

Hegefippus, flouriflied 170. 

Hermas, or Hermes, flo'uriilied xjo. 
Hermias, flouriflied 177. 

Hcrmogenes, flourifncd 170. 



Cyril of Jerufalem, 306. 



Dionyfius of 



J died 265* 



Epiphanius, died 403. 71. 



Hilary, 
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Hilary, died 37 2. 80. 

Hippolynis» flouriihed aao* 
Ibas, flouriflied 436^ 

Ignauus, died loS. 

Iremeus, died 20a. 62* 

liidorus Fclufiuta, died after 431. 

Jamblichus, died about jjj. 
Jerom, died 420.78* 
Job the monk, flouriflied 530. 
JohD» theapoftiey died 99. 92. 

Jofcphus, died 93. 56. 

Juliaoj died 363* 31. 

Julius Africanus, flourfflied no. 
Juilin Martyr, died 163. 
Juftinian, died 565. 83. 

Laftantius, flouriflied 31 !• 
Leo the Greats died 461* 
Leuciuit flouriflied i8o« 

Manes, flouriflied 177. 
MarccUus ol Aacyrat died 37 2. 
Marcion, flouriflied 134. 
Mahus Mercator, died about 45 1 . 
— Vtftorinus, died about 370. 
Maxenuus, flouriihed 520. 
Maximus TaurinenfiSy flouriflied 433. 
Melito^ ^ourObcd 170. 

Mecfaodiittt 
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Methodtu»» flouriihcd 290. 

Minutius telix^ flouriUicd 220. 
MoDUnus» flouriihcd ij^^ 

Novttiaiiy flburtihed 251* 
Ncftorius, dial alter 43]^ 

OecumeniuSt flouriihed 990, 

Optacus, iiourilhcd 368. 
Origcfiy died 254. 69. 
Orofius, flourilhcd 416. 

Pamphilus, the maityr» liounihed 294. 

Pgpias, flourifhfd iio. 

Paul the apoftle^ died 67. 

Paulinus, died 431. 78. 

Paulus Samofatenris^ flounihed 27©. 

Pelagius, died about 420. 

PctcT the apoftlc, died 67. 

Philaaer, died 387^ 

Philo, flourilhcd 40. 

Fhiloftorgius^ bom 367, lived after 425. 
PhotinuSjdied 377. 
Photiuit Bouriihed 85S. 

Plotinus, died 27c. 66. 
Polycarp, flouriihed io8« 
Porphyry^ died about 304. 7 1 . 
Piifciliian^ died 386. 
Proclus, the philofophcr, iloLyilhcJ ^ i^. 
Vol. 1 V. A a Pfodus 
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Froclus of Cooftantinoplc, died 446. 
Procopius Gazanis^ flourilhed 520. 

Rufinust died 411. 

Simon Magus, ilouriflicd 35. 

Socrates the hiftorian, fiouiiiked 440. 

Suzomcn, died about 4.^0. 
Sulpicius Sevenis, died 420. 
Symmachus, ftourifhed 201. 
Synefius, flourilhed 410. 

Tatian, flouri(hed 171. 

Tcrtuiiian, died about aao. 
Theodotioo, flourilhed 183, 
TheodoicCt died after 460. 
Theodorus, died 428*. 
Theodotu&j flourilhed 192* 
Theophanes^ died about 8i6« 68. 
Thcophilu<^, flourilhed i68. 
Theophylad, died after 1077. 

Valcntinus, lived after 160. 

Vidor» died 201. 

Vigiliui Tapfcftfii, flourilhed 454. 
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ACCOUNT 

O F T a E 

EDITIONS OF THE ANCIENT WRITERS 

QjrOTED IN THIS WORK. 



FOLIO. 

A MBROSSII, Opera, 5 vols, Parifiis, 1603. 

Ariftotelis Opera, 2 vols. Gr & Lat. 
Aurelii AUobrogum 1605. 
' Arnobii Opera^ per Elaienhorflium^ Ham'* 
burgi, 1 610. 
Athanafii Opera, 2 vols* Gr« & Lat. Pa« 

riiiis, 1627, 
Auguftiai Opera» 10 vols. Ba&leae^ ^569* 
— : — Supplementum, 2 vols, Pariliis, 

Bafilii Magni Opera^ 3 vols. Gr« & Lat. 
Parifiis, 1638* 

A a 2 Bibliotheca 
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BibliotUeca Patrumt 8 vuh, cum Appco- 

diccy Pariiiis, 1576. 
Biblioihecx Graecorum Patrum Au^arium 

per Combcfis, 2 fols. Gr. £c Lat* Pari* 

fiis, 1672. 

CaHlani Opera, per Gazsum, Atrebali» 
1628. 

I rancoiurti, 1722* 

Chryfoftomi Opera, per Fronto^Docseom 

& Commeliaum, 10 voU. Gr«£cLat* 

Parifiis, 1603, ^ 1621. 
dementis Alexandrint Opera, Or. & Lai« 

per S^iburgiuai, Lutetiae, 16^9. 
Concilia Gencralia & Provincialia, per Bl-* 

Dium^ 5 vols. Colooiaet 1618. 
Cypriani Opera, per Fell, Oxuaii, i6S2« 
Cyrilli Alexandrini Opeia^ 2 vols. Lat. 

Pariiits, 1572. 
Cyrilli Hicrofalomiuui Opera, Gr. ^Ltt* 

per MiUes» Oxoo, 1705. 

Damafccni Opcrai per Biiliu ii, Puriijls, 
1619. 

Dionyfii 
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Diooyiii Areopagicx Opcta, Gr. 6c Lat. 
per LanipcUttm« Ltttclia^ 1615. 

Ephraim Syri Opera» Oxon» 1709. 
Epiphanii Opera» per Pcuviumt a vol«. 

Gr. & Lat. Colonias, 1682. 
Ettiebii Prsparatto ct l>emoailxatio» Enui- 

gclicx, &^c. Gr. £c Lat* 2 vols. Farifiis^ 

1628. 

fitticini, Socratis, SQzomcoif Tiacodofctiy 
ct 1 hiloAorgii Ilifloris, Gr. <5c 3 
?ols. per Reading, Cantab. 1720. 

Grcgoril Magai Opera, 2 vols Parlfiis, 
Gregorii Nasianzeni Opera^ Gr. 6c Lat. 

per MorcUum, P*irirui», 1630. 
Gregorii Nyflem Opera, Gr. 6c Lot. 1 vols* 

per Moreliiuot Paritiis, 1615. 
Gregorii Tluumaturgi, Macarii, ct Balilii 

Seleucieofis Opera, Gr. & Lat. Paiiiiis, 

1622. 

ililarii Pidavorum Opera, Parifiis, iS^Zm 
Hitronymi Opera, p^r M. Vidorium» j 
voli* Lutetia^t i624» 
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Hippolyti Opera, Gr. & Lat. per Fabri- 

cium, Hamburgit 1716. 
Ireoasi Opera^ Gr« &; Lat# per Grabe, 

OxonisB, 4 702. 
Ifidori Pelufiotae Opera, Gr. & Lat. per 

Billium^ Prun-iEum, &€• Pariiiis, 1638, 
Juliani Opera, et Cyrilli contra Julianum 

libri, Gr. & Lat. 2 vols, per Spanber 

mium, Lipfiae, 1696. 
Juftini Marty ris Item Athenagorse, Tbeo- 

phili, Tatiani, et Hermiae Opera, Gr. 

&Lat. Coloniae, 1686. 
. Apologias, ct Dialogu$» Gr. 

bi Lat. per Thirlby, Londini, 172a. 

Leonis Magni, Maximi Taurinepfis, Petri 
Chryfologi, Fulgentii, Valcriani, Amc- 
dei, et Allerii Opera, per Th. Raioau- 
dttixit item Profperi Acjuitanici Opera, 
Pirifiis, 1671* 

Nicephori Hiftoria, 2 vols. Gr. & Lat 
Lutetian, 1630. 

GEcumenii 
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CEcumenii Commentarti, per MoreUiim» z 
vols. Gr. & Lat. Luteti2» 1631. 

Optati, ct Facundi Opera, per AlbafpU, 

naam* Lutetue» 1676. 
Origiois Opera, 2 vols. Lat. BafiUaB, 1571* 
— Commentaria, per Huetittin» Gn & 
Lax. % vols. Colooiast i685. 

P^tres ApoftoHci per Cotileriom et Cleri- 
cutn, Gr. & Lat. % vols. Antverpi4e» 
1700. 

Philoois Judxi Openu Gr. & Lat. per 

Turnebum, 6cc. Lutetian, 1640. 
Photii Bibliotheca, Gr. & Lat per ScoN 

turn, 161 1. 

I Epiftolx, Gr. 6c Lat. per Monlacu- 

tiuiDt Londini, 1651. 
Platonis Opera, Gr. 2c Lau Balilist 1539* 
■ Gencvac, 1590, 
Photint Opera, Gr. & Lat. per M. FicU 

uum, Bafiliae, 1580. 
Plutarchi Opera, per Xylandrum, 2 vols. 

Gr. 6c Lat* Fraocofortl, i6ao« 

A> 4 Proclus 
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PrMlus ia PlatoDis Theologoixit Gt. 6^ 

Lat. per vEmiliam Poriuoi, Hainburgi» 

Frocopius in Efaiam, Gr. ^ Lai. 

Ru&ju Opera» Parifiist 1580* 

Sjrnelii Opcra^ Gt. & Lat* per Pcuviumt 

TertuUiaoi Opera, per Rigallium, LrUte* 

liar, 1675. 

Thtodoriti Opeia^ per Sumoiidiiai» 4 ToU. 

Gr. & Lat, PariHifr, 1642. 
■ ' Tomua Qsintttt, per Garnienmiy 
1684. 

■ 5 voU. O&avo, Gr. & Lai. per 

SchulM^ HaUe» 1769. 
Tbeophylaai Coaunenurii, a voU. Gr. 6c 

Zonara: in Caaoncs CQinmcnurii, Lute* 
tic» i6i8. 
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QUARTO. 

Eutychii Aiuulcs, per Scldcaum, Arab, 6c 
Lat. Oxon. 1659. 

Grcgorit Thamnalurgi Opera^ Cr« & Lat* 
per VolUam, ^ 

Nizsftcboo Vetus % DilpuUtio^ R. Jcchielia 
cum Nicolao. Item. R. Mofis Nach* 
manidis com Fratre Paulo 1 Munimea 
Fidci per. R. liaac i Tolcdotb Jcicha. 

ail Ileb. k Lat. 

■ 

Oracula S^billlna, Ci. &c Lat, per S. Gal* 

tsom, AmfteL 1 689* 
OrigcQCS coatra Ccllamt Gr. & Lat. per 

Spcnccrum, Cantab. 1677. 
■ Contra Marcioiutaa« Gr. £g Lai. per 

Wetftcaium^ BalUcje^ 1^74* 

Fhotii NomQcanoo^ Gr. & Lat« Lutetian 
1615* 

OCT A V a 



Digrtized by Google 



36a ^diims (^J sbi 

0 C T A V 0» 

> 

Agobardi Opera^ 6cc. per Baluzitmit Pa- 

rifiis, 1666. 
Grabii Spccilegium Patrum^ a voh. Oxon^ 

1698. 

Julliniani, ^Scc. Opera qujedam, per Baa- 

daniy Gn & Lat3 vols. FlorentiSy 1762. 

La&antii Opera, per Gallaeun|, Lugdoai, 
Bat. 1660. 

Marii Mercatoris, Opera, per Baluzium, 

Parifiib, 1684. 

Miouciua Felix et CommodianaSt per Ri« 

galtium, Cantab* 171 a. 

Novatiani Opera, per Welchxnan, Oxoo, 
1724. 

, per Jackfon, Loodioi, 1729* 

Paulini Opera, per Frontooem DocMOt 
AntvcrpiXf 1622* 

Salviani et Vincentii Liriacoiis Opera, per 
BaluziuxSy Parifiis, 1669. 

Tattaiii 
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TTauani ct Hermiae Opera, ,pcr Worth, 

OXOD, 1700. 

Duodecimo & h^fra^ 

Aihcnagorae Opera, per Reclienbergioiii, 
Lipfi£» i685« 

Diogenes Laertia$» &c. per If. CaikuboAum^ 
Gr. 6c Lat. Faniiis, 1 594. 

Cregentii DifpuUtio cum Judco, Gr. & 
Lat. Lutetix, 15 86. 

Luciani Opera, per J. Benediaum, 4 voli* 
Gn & Lau baimurii, 1619. 

Mazimus Tyrius, Gr. £c Lau per Davifium, 

Caiiub. 170 J. 

Upufcula Mythologica, Gr. & LaU per 

Gale. Amftelxdamit i6^. 
^rigines de OraUoac» Gr. U Lai. Oxoo^ 

1696. 

. Philorophttinena, per Wol£^uai» 
Hamburgi, 1706. 

PfQcU 
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Pfocli Conftantinopolittni Opufcula, Gr. 
& Lat. per Elmenhorftium^ Xogduni, 

Bat. 1617^ 

Sulpicii Seven, Opera, per Clericum, Lip- 
1709 

Theophiius Ad Autolycum^ Qxon^ 1 684. 

« 

When two editions of ^ny work are men* 
tioned, the former is that which I have 
generally quoted, and the latter is not in- 
tended except it be particularly fpecified ^ 
the former being that which I firft pro« 

■ 

cured, and made my coUed:ions from. But 
the Apologies and Dialogue of Jultin Mar-» 
tyr, ate always quoted from the edition of 
Tliiriby. 

When no particular volume of any work 
IB mentioned, the £rft is always intended. 

Whenever any writer is quoted, whofp 
work makes part of a fet, as Socrates, 
Sozomen, &c. it was thought unneceflary 
1q mention the volw/se of the fet, but only 
the page of the particular work* In like 

manner^ 
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manner, it was thought fufficient in feve- 
ral cafes, to quote the page of any particu-^- 
lar treatife, without diftinguiihing the vo** 
lume, as Eufebius contra MayccUiDn^ which 
is annexed to his Demonflraiio Evang^lka. 

All the authors are quoted in the ori- 
ginal, except thofe in Hebrew or Arabic, 
with refped to which the Latin tranflations 
are given in the notes. This is alfo the 
calc with refpea to the works of Cyril of 
• Alexandria, which I could not procure in 
Greek, except his books againft Julian,, 
which are annexed to Spenheim's edition, 
of the works of Julian. Thefe are always 
(juoted in Greek, 

In my edition of Jerom, the pages are 
continued till the fourth volume, fo that 
it makes no difference whether the firft^ 
Ibcond, and third be diftiaguiihed or not- 
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Tiat tie Reader fhay form a clearer Idea 

of the Dijlributwn of all the Parts of this 
Work, I Jhall here give the Titles of all the 
Books and Chapters^ omitting ti>ofe of tie 
Sections, / 

V O L. I 
T NTRODUCTION, conuining a 

VIEW OF TH£ PRINCIPAL ARGUMENTS 
AGAINST TH£ DOCTRINES OF THE DIVI* 

NITY AND PR£-EXISTiiNCE OF CHRIST I 

BOOK L 

The HISTORY of opinions which PR£<- 

CEDED THE doctrine OF THE DiViNI- 
TY OF CHRIST^ AND WHICH PREPARED 
THE WAY FOR IT - . - 9! 

CHAPTER I- 

Of thofe who are called Apoftolical Fa- 
thers .... ibid. 

CHAP- 
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CHAPTER II. 

Of the Principles of the Oriental Philo-> 
.fophy - - - ' no 

CHAPTER III. 
Of the Principles of the Chriftian Gnodics 

CHAPTER IV. 
The Gnoftics \vcre the only Heretics in ' 
early times - , - 237 

CHAPTER V. 

Of the Apoilles Creeds as a guard againil 
^Gnofticifm - - 303 

C H A P T E R VL 

Of the Do&rine of Plato concerning God, 
and the general Syftem of Nature 320 

CHAPTER VII. 
A View of the Principles of the later Pla- 
tonifts * - . - 356 

\ 

V O L. 
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VOL. II. 

CHAPTER VIII. 
Of the Platoailm oi Philo - i 

» 

BOOK II< 

COMTAINING TllE HISTORY OF THE OOC- 
TKINE OF THE TRINITY - 2j| 

CHAPTER I. 
Of Chriftian Platonifm . ibid» 

CHAPTER It. 
Of the Generation of the Son from the 
Father - * 4^ 

CHAPTER III. 
The Defence of the preceding Dodirine by 

the Fathers - * * 86 

C H A P T E R IV. 

The Inferiority of the Son to the Father, 
{hewn to have been the Dodrine of ail 
the Antenicene Fathers . * 145 

CHAPTER V. 
Of the Power and Dignity of Chrift, as the 
pr^-9xifting Logos of the Father 1 7 2 

11 C H A P^ 
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, CHAPTER VI. 
Chiift, befides being the Logos of the Fa- 
ther^ was thought to have a proper hu- 
maaSoul - - -> 198 

CHAPTER VII. 
Of the Union between the Logos and the 
Soul and Body of Chrift^ and their fepa* 
rate Properties' - — - 224* 

CHAPTER VIIL 
Of the Ufe of the Incarnation^ and the Ob- 
jedlions that were made to the Doftrine 

.268 

C H A P T E R IX. ' 
Of the Controverfy relating to the Holy 

t 

Spirit - - - - 268 

CHAPTER X. 
Of the Dodtrine of the Trinity after the 
Council of Nice - - - 335 

C H A P T E R XL 
Of the Arguments by which the Dodrine 
of the Trinity was defended - 392 

Vot. IV. B b VOL. 
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VOLUME III. 

3 O O K III. 

The history of the unitariam doc- • 

TRINE - - - i 

Introdudlion - - - ibid.^ 

CHAPTER L 

That the. Jews in all Ages were Believeri 
in the Divine Unity - 7 

CHAPTER II. 
Geqeral Confiderations relating to the fup- 
. pofed Condud; of Cbrift and the Apoftles, 
with Relped: to the Do&rines of his Pre- 
xxiftence and Divinity ^ - 50 

" CHAPTER III. 
Of the Condud of our Saviour himfelf with 
rcfpe^t to his own fuppofipd Pre-exiftence 
• and Divinity • . - 64 

CHAPTER IV. 

Of the Teftimony of Athanafius to the Cau- 
tion with which the Apoftles divulged 

. the Dodrines of the P/c-exiftence and 
Divinity of Chrift - - 86 

CHAP- 

9 
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CHAPTER V. 
Of the concurrent Teftimony of other Fa- 
thers to the Caution of the Apoftles^ in 
teaching the Dodirines of the Pre-czift-> 
ence and Divinity of Chrift - loi 

CHAPTER VX. 

Of the Caution oblerved by the Apofiles in 
teaching the Dodlrines of the Pre-exift^ 
ence and DiTinity of Chrift to the Gen- 
tile Converts - - ^ 11 j 

CHAPTER VII, 

Of John being thought to have been the 
firft who clearly and boldly taught the 

. Dodlrines of the Pre-exiftence and Divi- 
nity of Chrift - - - 1 23 

CHAPTER VIIL 
Of the Nazarenes and the Ebionites ; ihew« 
ing that they were the fame People^ and 
that none of them believed die Divinity 
or Pre-exiftence of Chrift * -* 158 

B b a CHAP- 



37^ - SH/Z^j of all the 

C H A P T E R IX, 
Of .the fuppofed Church of Orthodox Jews 
at Jerufalem, fubfequent to the Time of 
Adrian - ^ « 190 

CHAPTER X, 
^ Of the fuppofed Herefy of the Ebiouites 
and Nazarenes, and other Particulars re- 
lating to them - - "201 

CHAPTER XL 

Of the facred Books of the Ebionites 212 

» 

CHAPTER XII. 
Of Men of Eminence among the Jewilh 
Clirillians - - aip 

CHAPTER XIIL 

Unitarianifm was the Do<3:rine of the pri- 
mitive Gentile Churches. - 233 

CHAPTER XIV. 
An Argument for the Novelty o^ the Doc- 
trine of the Trinity, from the Manner 
in which it was taught and received in 
. early Times. - - 272 

^ I CHAP- 
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CHAPTER XV. 

Objeftions to the preceding State of Things 
coniidered - - - 295 

CHAPTER XVI. 

Of the State of the Unitarian Doctrine 
after the Council of Nice. 318 

CHAPTER XVII. 
Of Philofophical Unitarianifoi 376 

CHAPTER XVIIL 

Of the Principles and Arguments of the 
ancient UnitarigQS , 399 

CHAPTER XIX. 

Of the Pra&ice of the Unitarians with re- 

ipcci to Baptifm. - 4^^ 

VOL. IV. 
C H A P T E R XX. 

Of theDodrine of the Miraculous Conccp«- 
tion. - - - I 

B b 3 BOOK 
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BOOK IV. 
Of bomb conthovbrsibs which had a 

near relation to th^ tkinita- 
kjan or unitarian doctrinb. 165 



CHAPTER III. 
An Account of the Priicillianills and Pauli« 



CHAPTER h 

Of the Arian Controveriy 



ibid. 



CHAPTER II, 
Of the Neftorian Controvcrfy 



2^9 



cians 
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CONCLUSION. 
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Tlie readtr it deiircd to take notice, chat 

fomctimes the quotations from the litis mc 
copied from the ancient writers» who^ folloirii^ 
the vcrfion of the Scptuaginr, make one Puhn of 
die firft and fccoodi and, therefore, the number 
of any Puliii mull be confulercd as one lc(s thaa 
according to our tranUauon* 

AN 
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' in the compofuioi) of this work, whiehj on 
account of the n^kSktf itpenftvth^t of it, and 
the nature of the fubjcft, is not likely to meet 
trith maii^ purcbafers, apd doftfequently may not 
foon be reprinted^ I wsis willing to make xlm tdi*- 
Hon as perfeft as I could i and for this purpbft 
quelled iome of my leai:ncd friends, to perufe it 
with care, and farour tue with their remiulci. AU 
of them were by no means perfons whofe fenti« 
fnents pn the Jubje^ w^ die iktte with ihhMi 

and indeed, I chofe to apply tO them in preference 

to tbofe^ whQ were of the f^m^ ppinion whh myfttC 

Being favoured with their remarks, and hav- 
ing myfelf re-cp^Ad^r^d everjr part of ihi 
work, J have thought it rngft advifable to fub-- 
jom iuidti addUion^ chJjsnmHm^ ^ fmce the 
printing of the yrorX have been liiggelWd by 
them^ ^r have occurred to myfdf. X^^y 

rdt.lV. •^b ' lift 
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370 APPENDIX, 
fift of corrcftion* of the text, improvements 
in the trannatlon of paflages, replies to objec- 
tions, or obfervations tending to throw farther 
light on the fubjea ; whether in favour of what 
I have advanced, or not. Thofc of them to 
whkhlis fubjolned the letter (X) were written by 
a pcrfon to whom 1 am more particularly obliged 
for his attention t6 this work, but whofc n«ic I 
do not know that 1 am at liberty to mention. 

In general, the articles of this' Appendix, are 
. fuch things as the lefs critical reader is not much 
concerned in. But if the. work fliould be trani*. 
latcd, I defice that all the con dl ions may be made 
in the body of the Work, and that the remarks 
q( a different nature may be fubjoined to' the 
whole, as is done here. 1 hope 1 need not add 
fhat thofe who may think proper to criticize this 
work (and I neither exped, nor wifli, that it may 
efcape criiicifm) will confider all the corrcftions 
as if they -had been adualiy infcrted in their 

proper places. 

The more material of thofe corredions, which 
could be expreffed in- a few words, are inferted 
in the lifts of i?rria/tf, annexed to each volume. 

If, after the work is publilhed, I ftiould, in 
cpnfequence p( the farther remarks of friends or 
tnemiesy fee' rcafon to mal^e any other altera- 
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♦ 

dons, I fliall not fail to take fome opportunity 
(either by means of the %bcoUgkal Refo/Uoryy or 
in a feparate publication, as circumftances {hall 

. diredt) of giving my readers information con^ 
cerning them. 

Confidering the great variety of objeds that 
fail within the compafs of this work, and the 
great number of. references to original writers, 
and of tranilations of paflages in them (of which 
the laft are about eighteen hundred) no candid . 
pcFfbn will expedk that, with all my care, and . 
that of my friends, it Ihould be without faults. 
Such errors of the prefs, or lefler overfights 
of any kind, as any perfon who can difcovcr, 
will alfo be able to refbify, are in general not . 
tioticed i and confidering how much Greeks and 
that in a fmall type, is contained in thefe vo-» 
lumes, I hope it will be thought to be, upon the 

whole, not incorre&ly printed. 



ADDITIONS and CORRECTIONS in Vol.1. 
N. B. {h) figm&es from the bottom of the page. 

Page 67. 1. 12. for he does fay, r$ad^ he i$ 
thought to fay. 

P. 100. 1. 6, read^ that we ought to avoid. 

P. 1 17. L 5. — the fame things* 
» - * b 2 * P. 173. 
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P. typ L 3. (I) ^fiit pitruMlis» mdi^ Thm 

they allc4ged the iamc texts to proTt ikat be 

whb hid intfeiwiuik irfth AterfMBii Ac* 

AOt the ropreiBc bciag k4mkl4 tHit one difotnc 
firom htm* 

P. 174. n^itr mti t> •^^^ aoce 
till tefdace. 

P, 180. I. 6. (i) lafiead of t\a fentmce hgm'- 
0kiig wkb faideedt i^i iki f dimity. Aad m 

they agreed with them in lioiJin^ the | rc-cxifb* 
lence of Cbrill as <a grM created ipitatt aoc 
dked the maker af the wocMy Init fnptiiof to ^ 
htm that made it» and (hat thia great fpkic om*^ 
dafbended to become tocamaie fiv Aa lalwaaai 
of tneflt ibey were n^grecd with reaped m cmy 
iantiiMnt that could eaciie it iaa ta o e aad gran» 
tilde. fioUi the fchemts Imi i\\t Uiik' ot^efi» 
vb* the asaltatkni oif the pafftnal ^y t tf y of 

Chrifl^ ihough a created beiiigt and tiicj 
lame effcd upon the mind 

Rmsarkmi p. i88. 1.4. (^) and\. 11. p. 189. 

The apofUe obfervca (1 Caa. ^H. ii.) Am 

other round«u;on caa no man 1^ aban chat whack 
u laid, which ia Jcftta Chrift » aod thia ho k}ra 
down as a principle, not only true in uiclf, but 
admitted to be & by hia oppolen io the cfaMda 
of Coriath. They all protuTed to lAculcatc ha 
8 rrtFgitwi 
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ftli^ioa^ to, Qwa him ih*i author of their hhb^ 
Md to i|ictk it hi$ ouniflam (2 Cor*u» 13. 23) 

gm4 tboMgl) cl^cy wrcukcilly perverted bis doc^ 
trinCt frffiniw it iql thocoiiblYCsi ths c^htni^ter qC his 

followers. If iKty had 4ox Ociuc ladccd lu pa^i 

for qhriftim pr«%die^ cwldoot datc^ 

wik. That the Cormthiaris tnigK( tidX^ ikoyi^ 

^oTt inpliciU]^ Micvc Mnqf itid on thw 

account, St. Paul remind* ibccn (rer. 12.) that 
i( wai Tcry poAbie foe porjwft pretcodMig 1^ 
this foondUitiQiv tQ build upon it boih dofitrioe^ 
ud pradices very uafuit^blc HO defigix ^ ^ 
gofpel I and fiich he inrioMm to them* though 
in aa iodireft oumctj were icref al of the tciUKt 

^^^1*^^'^^^^^^^^^ ^^^^8^^^^^^ ^^^^^^^ ^^5^ ^Jj^^i^i^f ^^^pp^^f mn^^tiif^ij^3ijoiBj^ 

Pcrfoas icacivLQf du^cnae^ uadgr the oaipe q£ 
chriftiaiii^i ib infmnfiftrm with whM the Coii|^« 

ihians had received (t<m Sc. Paul, ccudd hav« 09 

profpift of fiicccediog in ihcir attmipct hff wf 

other method thta by depr^wUting his apoftolic 
chmfter uid amhoiicv t and thii thev endciir 
Youred by various ways. In oppofition to their 
arfiw th« apoftlc makes it hu bufineii tQ opca 
^ i«IU9 of their obfo^Qti^ i^aioft hsm, and t^ 
ihow (bit as he was nQt in tivc leail in(e^4ac 19 
the very chtofeft of the apoftlei, ip noot wb9 

*fib3 to 
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to him. And this point being clearly cftablilhed, 
the Corinthians could have no excuie for call- 
ing oflF their regard to him. But then it is ob* 
vious^ that aU the pertinence of his arguments 
to this piirpofe^ refted upon this fuppoGtion, 
that his antagonifts profeffcd to adhere to the 
fknne Lord of their faith with himfeif. Had they 
declared themfelves advocates for any other fyf- 
tem of religion than his whont Paul preached, 
the ftate of tlie qucftion between tlie apoftle and 
his adverfariesj would have been entirely altered. 
The competition would then haye been between 

one religion and another, not between minifters 
of the fanne religion ; and the Corinthians, with- 
out doubting in the leaft of St. Paul's eminence 
as a chriftian preacher, might have been inclined 
to hear what was faid by one who addreffed them 
under a different denomination. 

The apoftle, in the words under coniidcra* 
tion, appears to admit, therefore, that if he who 
came undertook to dircd them to any other 
Jcfus, as the author of their f^vation befides hin> 
whom he, the apoftle, had preached 5 or if they 
had received from \iis miniftration any other fpiri^ 
different from, or fuperior to, what they had 
already received, there might be fome reafon for 
their regarding him^ biut 'as this could not be 

fo 



M 
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fo much as pretended, their coadud in fufFcring 
themielyes to be fo perverted was cabbie of i^o 

defence. . • . . 

If this view of the apoftle's reafoning with the ' 
Corinthians . in his own vindication be juft, it 
ihouid icem that he does jiot in ibis place refer to 
any as aAually preaching another Jefus, but only 
fuppofcs a cafe, the o^lly one which could apolo- 
gize for their behaviour, ^a cafe which they ipiew 
did not cxift i and from the nort-exiftence of it, 
lets them fee how indefenfible they were in pre-\ 
fcrring others to him, who, as'a minUter of Chrift^ 
was, as he goes on to ibew, in the qualifications 
by which they endeavoured to recommend thtoi- 
fclves, equal, or far fupcrior to them. 

As to the reft, I have no doubt but that Gndft}* 
cifai had, when St. Paul wrote to the Corinthians, 
made its' appearance in the church, and amohgft 
them in particular, nor that the apoftle makes it 
his buHncls, in thcljs epiiUes, to ihew the falfity- 
and pernicious nature of its doArines. 

I1ie date afligned to the firft epjlllc to Timothy 
by Bifhop Pearfon, is about the year of Chrift 
But Lightfoot and Lord Barrington place the 
writing of it between the times of the writing of 
the firft and fccond epiilie to the Corinthians, bur 
before the epiftle to the Romans ; and Theodom 
' mentions it in the fame order, and lays he takes 

•Bb4 it 



• 
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ft to be the fifth epiilk of (hofc which we ixAW^ 
«f Su Panl't wiitifig. Tlir pmm% of ckk 

nioD differ about the year^ but all place ii a^uc^ 

If this cAfl^r dtte of thii cpiftle could be ektrif 
€ftabliihed« it would bo « great conArmaiioa of 
pr. Prieftley'i opinion of tht intrododioo of 
Gooftirifm iQta the church of Coiiothj at ih^ 
tkne of dio wrimg di^ firft cpiftk lo Bm^ 

perhapi it u top do^b^^uii or 4t JeaR it will bo 

toomcli difpuKOd co admtc of Ujrmg ftrola iqiMi 

ihaqgh it appears from p« 1 53, that itn: Dooof 

loi an eottfotf oWrlookod ii. <X) 

P. &oo> I. 7 (I) we may perhaps infer. 
P. 24», I ft 4^«r |iftopic» wbotc opiniooi 
if^e fui£ciently known to be heretical* 
f • f#Ji i# i» ^i'f die > nWlfo i> r f ri c4itio9 of. 

It may b^ faid that, lioce Ircn seus copdexnna cho 
l^bfonkti for holduig an opinion which be aUb 
condemna in ibt Gnofticit he uuUi have conlU 
4Mdthemtt*ffviifM/on<b«l«coooot, And had 

ihiacouifneo opinion been a principal feature ii^ 

gmaliy a great jQiaii: m fcodoring thetn odioui w> 
Other rhriftiann the tofcrcncc muft have ben od* 

ouued* But there niao) icaion^ to pccvcnc 

ow diinking fiv efpeciaUf the cvoiUemioot tba^ 
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|mUi Crom nature of tMe thing, and the (iipes- 
ahttiMfant tcknowMgmei^ «f the tmhat^ cte 
great body of t|ic [inaiitive chnftUoi mf^ imn 
Jm» tad #/lM% «iir<tUnttafiaot»kiiiming nodiiiig 
fkh/er of the prc-cxiftcncc or divinity Chnit, 1 
md ooc iinnia4wirtf^ « kaft, hcving wf thing 
^ miuculou^ conccptioa. Such plain chrif- 
pMM coukl never hare been cMfidofd as Amr^r 

in the age in which tiicy lived, ihough circum- 
fhlKta might arife which fliQuld maka their opt- 
frions very obnoxious afterwards i and Ircnaeua| 
WttlMNta maitiog the diftiaftion tbnc he ought 
have donCt piiglu enuqierate their opinions 
fnmig other offiufivf ooca of the Gnoikica^ and 
pvcn as a part of their hcrefy. And hence might 
arife hu embamffineat in caUing the Gnoftica 
heretics, and yet never calling the Ebionitcs fo. 
it la a condud that i cannot acco un t for iu any 
other war. 

P* gait U 6, dtU or i<xneching like iu 
?• 3:»i. I kaow not whedicr flk% Ibtlowing 
pafl'^gc in Cafauboa'a i^xercitationea in Baronium 
haa ever falltn in Dr. Frieftley's way. If ooti h 
may not be difagreeable to him to iec it* Ad» 
** fert CyrillitSy Isbro feptimo contra impium Ju- 

*di M y^t • %n Mk t •ftSm Eccehic habeai^ 

t* per queoij ait Plato^ faftum effe mundum afpcc- 

^< cahilenu 
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tabilcm. Videtur dicere idem cum Johannc, et 

hoc cSl quod. CyriUus aic. . Ceterum fi rem pe«* 
" hites fpoftemiis, xoy®- Pktoms, id eft ratio ilia 

quam aita deo fummo.adhibitam in conditura 
*l mundi» longe eft aliud quam verbum Cbrifius 

apud Johannem, ec iUo.>^oy®- mronA);, ioiis.notus 
1* lis quibusTacra fcriptura innotuit. Talia mul- 

£a iiabemur apud patres^ in quibus homonymia 

poflit parum cautis imponcrc." 
^ And a little before thefe words, having quoted 
an obfervation from Baiil i:ielating to the fame 
fubjed, he fays, " Ha^c viri fummi admonitio in 

legendis> veterum patrum fcriptis apprime eft 
. necelTaria. Muka enim in illorum monumen- 
«^ tis occurrunt, ad hujus yocisilluftrationemele* 
*^ gantcr, ingeniok, addam et utiiiter, pro tem- 
' pore, cxcQgitata, quas tamcn doftrinam parum 

folidam contineant. Sic accipienda funt quse- 
" cunque ab illis proferuntur ex antiquis philo- 
" fophis^'Ut probeiit etiam fapientibus inter gen- 

te$ verbum fuifle noLum quod celcbrat Johan* 
« nes/* p, 3, Col. 2. £dit. Genevse, 1663. (X) 
337* ^ (*) M Here, read la this and th^ 
preceding pafTage, 

* * 

• V O L. II, 

. P. 37. 1. 2 and I {h) ** And being the imme- 
' " diatc maker and governor oi all. things/' The 

• . 3 Doftur's 
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I^uctor's verfion icft;^ UKic charaftcrs to him 
whom Plato calls ibi fit^nd Gpd, and whofe 
ftance, he fayi^ " is derived from the principal 
one,'* I am inclined lo diink tbac, according 
to the Greek of this qootation^ ihey ought rather 
to be referred to the principal one, whom Plato 

O j^wyy^- 1^ 3iMip0«( TMT is here uiarkcii out a 
charafter wkich moft in ftrift propriety belong co 
the pnocipal one» ^i0€9ok uwt^afeMmm* i* c. a$ I im- 
derftand it, and fo I find Valefius tranflates it, 

iewg trAHfccndent in dignity ^ and it fccim to be 
exprefsly diftinguilhed Grom«^«i0iv,T«K mm [t« 

v^oliiriy vm^Oi. WllCU ihc y«s is ipokcn of 

aa the immediate creator, wfonx^ n often added ta 

exprcls this idea. Sec quotation from Cyril, pt 
40» L a* and the quotation from the fanfie page, 
1- 2, 3- 

P. 7a the whole paragraph, to I. 2, p* 7f* 

\\ iictiicr Euiiebius was properly ao Arian, or 
not, is a queftion wliich has long been debated, 
and appears to me not very caiy to be abiuluiely 
decided ; and while it remains undetermined, it 

may perhaps be doubtful what conlliuaiuii 1% 

• What conftru^fiion, Ic." To expUta my meaning by 
in intliinee Ettfehios Dcai. Evang. lib. 41 cap. 2.) Ailc$ (ho 
boo Tin vf«7073J(3r (Tosidcr, /i 0A.1E rftf^tf Jc^ 
^ M>#0^«f» fA€i^,or /% «y7inir, 1^ 4vraAo>9t\ ]^ ^vTa#»f JAr» 

But tea lit add*! wtcli Um appcaiaact ic kai of a ^aalii* 

catio^ 
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put ufw (fvesd of iMe palTacge^ of Eqfir^ 
biiub ijA which ^ f^imfi tfi^ cqipcide iKcith the iM» 
^<mtt( of t)»e' ^^frmoine cin;hodox. Hewew, 
t^m b« ^B^^i the i^oguage wuh 

cation of the appltcadon he h^d juil b.eeo making of th^fi| 
termf lo the Soa^ tin autmmXok <tt/7<ty*d-oir 
»»fift ir r«ir ^)^ro#r '^tAc/^t whM vaf 1cm Ibna mn to 

with iht pnc^mrov^ili^ly ^|l^cid<i^, Iq iKf oraiiM on 

many to Eufebiiu himfcl/) p. 394 of the Mpntz cdliipn, the 
i^etker, t^eotioning the foul of maQ» calls it AVTovot^oby vcrktf, 
prodtiec4 kjr the Son « '^mlt. f*^ vrr^p ctruinl^ &«t 
IdcmiIb9 ibat iatwH in a w iiat midcrtvtdt tit isl^ 

gcnce of the Son ^ho fomed it ; b«t rather th%t iatelligeoce 

ftem iti Msg 1 4iri^ coeome acmr, if poftbto* to 4a (gfc^ 
of t]ie Ortek wofd» tbat ittMlfigeiica i» iti ikfrniiw^ tbtt 

ivhich conilltutes it what it is. And, in like manner, I have 
IboietimcB been ready to think Bulehhta o^ght intend no 
Mfv bf livepit of iMft oapvaAoBa iim togivo 1^ 

tttk^ di the pcrfon to whom he appliei them. The Son h 
«iu7#iwf, ttvr^oy9t*M </,u7oa<>fi^ u e. int^iigtACf, retfon, Vki 

l«|flwiti|Vif/ii»mdiii^ ((IkmrIi 

|d t attchmore exalted aaaaniog) by which toe perto, 

IfltendiRg to difplay the eaoellence of a wile and good nan, 
would Uy he is wifdom and goodnedi itfel^ Bal ail ihit It 
to be coiifidafed iMiely as f qncfjr* 

Two 
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Tw of the pafltges hcft quooed ire eridem 
jbAoes this. Boc I aoi im fum certtia 
tlier the Isift paflGige which Dr. PrieMef pmloecfe 
as «B cauunpk of ctiis» 1 mean that from Eufc*^ 
EpifUc fld CMitMHfti [TJHoilMiti Hifti 
Ecclci.] u the moil (oil t0 che Dodxv'j pispofc. 
I^t? iimiiediaaBiy ifter die words here qnooedit 

follows HOC onl/, meSfO^ on Mif4K but mimm Bem^ 



i»tiin3btw<<^ In the fame fioUis in friuch the Fa*^ 



iie wa:» alivays kUig and iaviour. But as ic cuuid 
«e«v be ConftandMra iiMdmi lolif duittlMi 

iiibjc^ of Cod'& guvcioiptni aad f^dvauon wei^ 

ftfif oitervife tbn ittidi wmkM OMf lii 

liUii lo be ;dways wiiii hiin» ncMlt)l€li€iiU€d ill 

iiiifa rc i Ba o wkdg emdpoipefaii ibrvdirfMr ^bcft 

k fellow from this reilbn alone, that the Son had 
muf caulkacc la ikc Father ftkar mhu beiag te* 
gotten, ill my oiher (eafe, n e.ms the Daftor bat 

vary pfoptrly rcadarcd the wo»d ^ i w ^ SceXi^ 
CWc*s ArtCrUca, voL 3. p. 49.odilt.r709. Saw 

iMb 4|uo£auo& % p. 130^ atea the iame nuMor 
af cawKtnnff and saafeaiei^ ibnna ta Moor bi4i» 

wwhrif 

in ifae Mac wiaidt Taiiaii auqr he 

thought 
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thought to cany the matter farther with refped to^ 

the logos. But what.l have here tranfcnbed may , 
iie fuflkieiit to throw . fome light on Conftantine's 
notion. Indeed his whole aigumcat is little bet- 
ler than a'qiabble^ and though it .might fuit £u- 
fcbius's purpofc to avail himfelf of it, could never 
fatisfy hiin^.nor,.! ihould thinkj any other perfon 
in the council. (X) ' - 
- 'P. 80, Qiiotauon *, 1. 14 of the text. , ^* Eufc- 
*n>ius fays there is»one logos in God," more ex- 
jidJy the ^i2tf w$rd ijf God, or o»c the word of 
Qoi tKft'ntdnt Jkoy^; * I have fome doubt about 
the ,fufiicicncy of this paffage from Eufcbius to 
prove ,thc% Doflor's point. Eufebius is here 
ih^wing) that> as there is but one Father, fo there . 
ought to be but one logos, and animadverting 
* ,^on the unreafonablenefs of thofc who might 
complain tbat there were not nwrt i and to ihew 
this» he remarks that they might as well complain 
that there were not more funs>' more moons, and 
more worlds, or fyftcms created. To evince the 
veaknefs of. fuch obje^ons a^ thefe, he fays that, 
as one fun in vlfible things enlighteneth the whole . 
ftn^ble world, fo in' intelligible things the one 
logos of God enlighteneth all things Ta avfMTravict, 
And as an Uluibration of this he adds, that one. 
foul, and one rational power in man^ was the per- 
former of many different works at the fame time.- 
. . : From 
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Fxom this .view.of Eufebius's fubj«^ ^n^ir^afont 
*^ ing> it does not feem to have been at all neccffary 
to hn fubje4t» or indeed at ^11 hU- bulinei's, dii^ 
rcftly to draw a parallel between the relation of 
the ibul to man, and. of the iqgos to God ; but 
to (hew the relatioa of each to the'ieveral ob« 
jedl5 under their direction, and to evince by the 
fufiiQiency of one foul to prcfidcovcr various 
employments, the ample rufficicncy of one logos 
to dited and cpqtroul, all. things in the.unjyerfci 
and to explain and confirm his argunnent by this 
comparifon, appears to nie to be the fole intent 
of this paflage. But the quotation from Qrigeny 
which follows this* contains in it all for which 
the Dodorpro4uce5.it. (X) , . 

P. i6o. paragraph i. 1. 5- " an^J it is void og 
H all foundation." Jf.it be.fuppofed that, thq ^ 
meaning of the obfcrvacion referred to is that 
.df^ wifh^ the article never fignifies* the.one true 
God, it is indeed \vithout all foundation, and is, 
cohtradifted by fuch. a., multitude of inftances> 
both in the Old and New.Tcftament, that for 
this very reafon I fhould be almoft . ready to con* 
dude, that neither Philo, who nnift'have beei^ 
well acquainted with the language of one tcfta^ 
inent> oir Origen, or Eufebius (for he makes the 
feme remark) who miifl have. known the ftyle of 
both teftaments, could ever, intend to aller^ it* 

But 
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Bucif thedefign of die obfemtion wis oaly cliil 

(though I allow that if ne> more was meant it U 
Very inaccumdy exprefled) thtt chough dt^ 
Aoies ihe one true God^ wichout the article 
iMy» not m(/t^ h«ve a diftrent fignifioiiioiH I 
fhould think it is not wholly widiouc ground. The 
cafe mppeart m me to be this* oa^r^ efpecitUy 
when made the fubjeft of a proi>ofiuon, licnuus 
Ibmc {NUttcuIar perfen* yAo ti pointed ooc by 

ihit title i and when ii is ufed ablulutcly, ai*d 

imbotit reftri&ioii» deoocct him a> whom che 
appeliacton fuper-eminentlyt or in chat high fenfc, 
cxciudvcly belongs, dm without the arucle^ oa 
the other hand, nutf^ I repeat die dUKofBoa, ooc 
tm^t denote not io direoiy a perfooj as a general 
defcriptioof and repreieot properly ooly digaky# 
power» and pre-eminence* Dcuc« laiii, ai. 
oiflfifaiwimp ^ ta' a Boh Mmmmifi$$mtmmimnr mitm* 

a Kiog^l xix. 1 02i « ti^i «Mf n cpa 

Aftisix.aj(« imm^mmtkm « ^ xitfm nmmM 

.which, and in other really paj aiicl places^ litt 

additioo of the ardde woakl» i ooocciire, be 

either diiagreeable to lUc genius of tlie Greek 
kHgyagei or dfe vary the feoic con&kraMyi 
and this I ^^m apt to think, is the real ufe wluch 
Homt comparadeely inodcni writcra io tfaia coo- 
trovcrfy deftgned to make of this dtftio^ioo^ 
not that wfaco it iafaid mm itn m • tm/B-^ the ward» 

caimPC 



Dig'itjzed by 



A ? P B N D I X. 38sr 

ttnnott inertly on account of the omiffion of the 

article, means the fame widioS*®- jull bcTorr men- 
tioned I but that there U no mctffiiy that it Ihould 
be thus undcriluud, and conrcijuently tJiat ic is 
no concluGire proof againft their fyftem. If any 
have carried rhis obrcrvatioii iai liicr, they have 
done it without fufficient reafooj and Phiio's ap« 
plication of it in ilic paflTagc cited from him, 
^ I4» hu nothing of real fapport n> it in the 
words tluL gave uccafion to his remark. (X) 

P. 162. 1. 4« r^A/f if Chrift had been conceived 
to be 

P. 1 83. 1. 4* {i) n^, by the prophets fore- 
telling things to come, and by himfelf when 
made like us, &c. 

P. 211 • 1. 13. With refpcft to Ircnseus» Ori- 
gCA*s words quoted p. 208 t, arc alio dcciiive as 
to this point $ fince he there fays, that the foul 
of Chrift, divclled o( the body, preached to fouls 
divefted of bodies } which can never be under- 
flood of the merely ftnlinve foul. (X) 

P. 216. 1. 3« naJ^ fo the divinity is not changed 
by the body of Chrift 

P« 352. \. 4* (^) nadi Socrates, however, fays 

P. 41 1. 1. j. (J/) ready can only be founded on 
the circumftance of the name of God occurring 
Uifce uiucd ia die vcrfc^ ilui he quotes* 

Vol. IV. •Cc YOU 



Digrtized by Google 



|86 AFF. B^OXZ. 

m 

VOL. III. 

P. 57. 1. 11. ready begin highef 

P. 106. Note L J, 4. ^ Perbapfii the firft ^ 

fhould have been xp^ros-" Perhaps an eafier 
emendAikMi would be »«v * « y«p 0 [mpsJ exodttim. 

imtlNrs»«^* aMx'flra%i» • f«nvo9tt(ik oiiKr [the text is> 

(/(»] sM^jfHfev, (X) 

?• 98. 1» 6* Bifidesy Sec* omk from thi$ wcud 

to the end of the paragraph, as i^ot being fuf-- 
ficiently to the purpofe 

P. 101* L !• (^) read, the whole of his di^- 
courie 

P. 193. 1. 1, readi Then firft was Marc, a Ge0- 

tile, biihop at Jerufalcm ■ 
P. 197. 1. II. readj he feems tofajr 
P« 2a8. 1. ID.. ready The manner in which 

Hegelippus quotes the gofpel of theJIebrews^ 

was fuch as led Eufebius to think, &c. 

P. 264. 1. 8. ready and any other that profefles 

himfelf to be the logos of God. 
P. 305. L 5« ready hardly coniiftent 
P» 308* 1. 5^ ready that, except Theodotus, wc 

read 

' P. 340. 1.4. ready impioufiy brought up 
P. 371. 1.7, read^ very probably^ among the 

Aibigenfes 

P. 407^ 
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Thoagh AQiie of Ae fiDttomng authomics gci 
to far back as the age of the apollks^ there being 
fio wiiicfs to conneft with thofe of die age of 

Juilm Mattyr, &c. yet as the oldeft iinitariaiu 

due we bcav of ej^rda iurprixe at the orthodox 
fenfe of the hgosy it is evident that they took it 
for grantedy that their feoie of it was that yihich 
bud been put upoa it bf the niiitariaoa of the 
age before thcau 
P. 416. 1. 2. read, had much recourfe to rca- 

ibiimg# 

VOL. IV^ 
P. 51. 1^ 10. nad, appem lo have been !»• 

Sanded -V 
?• 49. L t* nad^ GO whom Mary wu rdaitc^ 

lliat iwc fdnuiy of Mary might be known 

P. 63. 1. 6 (*) if aaf circunfouicea in the 

fiory uich, can be poimcdooC 

P.64. 1.6. fM^ was Borgcocfilly knoam 

P. 84. I. 7. {b) re4di he meations as hulUuig " 
* F/«5a. 3. (^) raad; feme who diibcliem^ ' 

P. 104. afar ibi paragraph addj 
' Itmaft beacboowledgcd, howcirer, thaiv>oc^ 
cordmg to the account we have of MarcioiiY 
gofpel of Ltfke, h coiitaified many things artlith' 
we cannot but think muft have been Jiffercnt 
ffm the origtnaL If, thcrcfbi^ wAtld hairer 
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maintained the genuinenefs of it /;/ all refp^^s, 
ic would ItStn the weight of his tedimony ia 
this cafc» Having notliing of Marcion's own 
wriiingi wt ^annoc form any certain jtidgin.eat in 
the eaft. 

P. ii8. Li. {b) readt kept at Bethlehem at 
leaft one complete year 
, P. 135. afier the paragraph^ add, 
It dearly appears from John vii« 4T» 42. 52, 

that the Jews in general, knew nothing of Jefus 
having been born at Bethlehepi. Others. fiiid tbU 

is the Qbriji, Bui. fome faid Jhali Chnji come cut of 
Galilee ? Hash not the fcripture faid that Cbrifi 

Cometh of the feed of David, aud out oj ihc town of 

£/ithlehem, where Mavid was f , 3^hey anfwfir^d and 
faid to bim^ Jrt thou alfo cf Galilee, Search and 
Ifiokfor out of Galilee xutifetb m propbeL . 

At this Whitby very naturally cxprcfles much 
fiirprize. it.is. wonderful/' be fays» that not 
5' the multitucle only who had heard the Ibepherds 
dedaring from an angel that Chrift wa& born at 
Bethlehemr(Lukeii. i 5, 16) -and had wondeked 
at the words which had been told them by the 
"fhepherds, vclr; iS, ihoiild make this c^ec- 
^ijac^. m» 41 > but tiiax the dxief>pricfts and 
^ phartfees who kn^w that the wiffl men went to 
Be'thlehem, to worfhip him who was born king 
H i^^t Jews, fhould infifl: upon it. . This i3 an 
f{ inftancc.^f fi^c powcf of prej^^icc tp fhut the. 
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^ eyes againil the clcarclt truth/' Indeedi that 
Chrift ihould have been born at Bethlehem in 
fuch ranarkable circumilanccs, as the mtror 
duftions to the gof|xl$ of Matthew and Luke 
fuppofcj and yet that ail people (hoiild take it 
for granted, that he was a native of Nazareth, ia 
not ealily accounted for. 

P. I j6. 1. 4 (i) risd, Matthew, indeed^ or fa^ 
thcr the Jcwi, of that age, iuppoicd 

P. 1 38. 1. 1 (^) f$4ut^ has been fiippofed to be 
alluded to 



P. 163. 1.6 (i') nad, came to gain ^ruuad 
P. 167* 1. 6 (S) tHul, the immediate inih-ument 
P» 136. 1. I. (i?) /VfJ, Eufebiusj who was ai 
leaft fofpe&ed of Arianifm 

P. 338. 1. 3 {t) reaJ^ being really God, or thcif 
creator. 
To the lift of names sdd, 

Artcmon iiouriibed 187. 

Conftanrinc died, A. D. 337. 66. 

Manuel Caleca tiourifhcd 1360. 

Nieephonis CalUftus flourilhcd 1333* 

Noctus flourifned 250. 

Pbotiiis flounfhed 886. 

^abcUius flounflicd 260. 



J. t, j9r Biuret nsttf mgt§ 

P.3OO1 
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F. 300. <Q die twelfth article iubjoio this Moie, 

The fuddca fpread of Ai iaaifm may fecm to 
•n exceptioo to this obfervatioo. Sut* befides, 
that i lois^ine it fpread chiefly among she learned, 
ihe way had been well ptepared for it \a the num- 
ber ti^ I have explained. 

After noticing the preceding rcjiiarks upon, 
fartUnUar p^Jfages in this work, I miift4>hienn^ 
chat fome of my friends thiok that ^he evidence 
I have produced, in order to prove iliat the 
bulk of common chriftians in the early ages, were 
fimpiy 'Unitarians, is not fufiicient for the pur-» 
pofe. They think that " the paffage from Ter- 
tul^ao, quoted vol. IIL p. 266, proves only that 
the major part of chriftians in his time were 
offended ,with the new and unintelligible no- 
tions then introduced (not of Chrift's pre-etiftr 
cnce) but of an monow^ and trinity^ which they 
could not reconcile to the fupremaqr and unity 
of the deity. " The like," they /ay, is true 
of the pafiages from Origen, in p. 262^ &c.'' 
But, witli refpedt to this, I- would obfcrvc, that 
|f there was any evidence, whateyer, prefumptiye 
or pofitive, of any chriftians in thofe ages be- 
lieving the pre-exiiieace of Chrift;» and jiot be? 
lieving either with the Gnoftics that he was a 
jprc-exiftcnt^ fpirit fijperior to thp creator of the 

Worl^, 
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tvotldt ot with the Plafionisaiig. Fathers, that he 

was the uncreated logos of the Father, their ob-. 
j«dion might have £ome weight* But there 
HQ trace of any fuch thiog^ either aaiong die 
learned, or the unle^brned* 

As to tlie common people of TcrtuUian, and 
Origen^ they certainly were notGnoIldcs, but of a 
charader the very reverie of thenrii the one rude; * 
in their conceptions, and the other too refifled« 
On the other hand, they certainly did not reliih the 
notion of Chrift being the uncreated logos \ for that . 
wras part of the fame fyftem with the acoH$nyy and 
trinity^ at which they were fo much fliockedj 
and there is no mention whatever of any inter* 
mediate kind of pre-cxiftence, fuch as that of a 
mated kgesy till a much later period* 

As to the voters that have come down to 
' us (if we omit the author of the Clementines, 
who was an unitarian) they were ail, widiout ex* 
ccption, from Juftin Martyr to Athanafius, Pla- 
conizing uinitariani. ' 

In the Vv^holc of that period, all who held iliC 

pre*exiileace of Chrift either believed him. to ba 
the creator oT the worlds or a being fuperior to 
the creator of it. £ut the rude and^mple faith^ 
which the learned complained of, was evidently 
that which they were fuppofed to have derived. 

from 
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from the primidre Jewiih converts^ which Was 

merely fouiidcd on the confideration of the mi- . 
raclcs and refurredion of Chrifti by which he 

was only declared to be a man approved ofGcd, hy 
Jigns and wonders^ and migbly deeds which God 
iy bim. 

The pre-cxiftcncc, no lefs than the divinity of 
Chrift, was an article of faith which all the Fa- 
thers fay, the firft chriftian converts were not 
prepared to receive^ which it required much cau-^ 
tion to teach, the enforcing of which was 
not ferioufly attempted by any of the apoftks 
before the writing of John's gofpel, in the very 
latcil period of the apoitolic age. According to 
this, the idea that the Jewifli chriftians muft 
neceHarily have . had of Chrift, was the fame 
that they had been taught to entertain concern- 
ing the Melliaii, wliich never went beyond that 
of his being a man. The iirft Gentile converts 
would naturally adopt the fame opinion; and 
confidcnng how numerous the chriftians were, 
an4 how they were difperfed over all the Roman 
empire, before the publication of John's goipel, 
can it be fuppofed that they ffaould have pafTed 
from this finoplc faith, to the doctrine of Chrift 
having been the creator of the world, in the time 
of Tertullian and Origcn j and fo completely as 

that 
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chat this opinion fliould have been univerfal 

even among the common people, wicbout our 
being able to trace the progrefs of this prodigious 
change? • , 

Befidest it cannot be doubted but that the>iii^ 
and ignorant people of Tcrtullian and Origen, 
were the fanw with thofe that were complained' 
of by Athanafius, as perfons or low underjland- 
it^ I and thefe were the difciples of Paulus Sa^ 
mofatenfis, or proper unitarians. They muft* 
alfo have been the fame with the i^rex fiddium of 
Facundus, in a much later period ; who are re-* 
prefented by him as having no higher opinion of- 
Chrift than that of Martha, Mary, and others of ^ 
his difciples at that time, who, be fays, were 
firfiB in faiths but not beraks. From the nature 
of :he thing, the cafe could not have been other- 
wife. 

Moreover, Artemon, Theodotus; and Praxeas, 
againft whrnn TertttUian wrote the very treatife 
in which he Ipeaks of the majcriiy of the cGmmon 
cbrifiiamt were cotemporary with him, as Beryllus 
was with Origen % and Noetus, Sabcllius, and 
Paulus Sanxifatenfis followed within twenty years. 
As the difciples. of all thcfc perfons were proper 
unitarians, it is morally impoffible that TertulUan 
or Origen fhould refer to any other. Tiicic inuft 
have bc^ confidcred as far more Jintpk and igno- 
rant than thofe who held the doftrine of pre- 
•xifteoce. 

Vot. IV- • D d The 

I 
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The acknowledgments that John was the only 
apoiUe who taught with ckarnefs and effect the 
difficult and fuhlime dofbincs (as they were then 
called) of the pre-exiltence and divinity of Chrift, 
began with Origen, and continued without inter* 
ruption to the lateft period. And if thefe writers 
had not made thefe acknowledgments (which they 
certainly would not have done without very good" 
reafon) the fcripture biftory alone would prove 
the faft, on the fuppofition that a fight of the- 
miracles and refurre&ion of Chrift could teach 

* 

nothing more than that he was « man afprcvsd if 

God, and the MciTiah. For neither in the gofpels, 
nor in che book of A&s, are there any traces of 
higher dodtrines being taught. 

A highly valued friend, after reading my work, 
fiates his general opinion as follows : — " It was to 
" be expected that> whatever was the original 
^* opinion concerning Chrift, the converts to 
chrillianity, and particularly the Platonizing 
Fathers, would foon raife their opinions of him 
too high, and that this would make cue of the 
firft corruptions of chriftianity. This we find 
to have actually happened, and the principal 
ocCjiTion for it was. given by the introdudion to 
" St. John*s gofpel. By making Chrift thc^- 
*f fonificd logos of the deity, he was railed lo high,- 
as to be impaffiblc 5 and the confequence of 
this wa3, that thefe Fathers, finding a difficulty 
^* in conceiving how fuch a being could be born* 

«*and 
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<^ and fulFcf and die, were led to fpcak of him as if 

this was true only of a human foul that he had 
' " affumcd. At laft they carried their ideas of him 
" fo high as to reckon him very Gedi afldit being 
" impoffible that any human mind fhould believe 
^ that God himfelf fuflFercd and died, the prcfent 
« cftablifhed doctrine of the God-man, and the by^ 
" pojtaiicalutiionyiz^ ncccffariiy introduced. This 
« very naturally produced Arianifm, by leading the 
•* chriftians who embraced this doclnne to lower 

Chrill, in order to avoid making him a mere . 
" man united to God, and to deviate fo far from 
« the opinions (or at Icaft fpme of the language 

of the Antenicene Fathers) as to mak,e him not 
" only inferior to the Father, but capable of fuf- 
" fering and dying. And this again led the or- 
** thodox party to ftill higher notions of Chrift's 
" divinity, and confequcnily a ftill greater nc- 

ceflity of providing a human foul for him, and 
** dividing him into two beings. This, 1 am in- 

clined to think, was the progrcis of the opinions 

concerning Chrift in the firft four centuries." 

This, it will be perceived, correfponds very 
nearly with my own ideas. Only I think there is 
a neceffity of fuppofing that tlic origiaai doctrine 
(by a departure from which the Platqnic corrupt ' 
tions began) was that of Chrift being a mere man, 
who had no pre-exiftence at all. For this is the ' 
very opinion univerfally aforibed to the vulgar in 
the life-time of Chrift, in the age of the apoftles, 

% I and 
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and in that of the Antenicenc Fathers. There is 
alfo no trace of any chriiiians denying that Chriit 
had a proper human foul before the time of Arius. 
That he had one is as exprefsly alTerted by the 
tarlieft writers, as it is by the lateft. However, 
all the fa5is that I have been able to colleft are 
fairly before the reader, and all I wifli is, by this 
mearisS, to affifl: him in forming a true judgment. 

At the clofe of this jippemlix I had iiitende4 to 
have replied to two opponents, who have lately 
appeared in the controverfy relating to the fub- 
jcct of this work. But I think it more advifcable 
not to ConneA with it any thing of fb temporary a 
nature. The work itfelf, I am confident, will be 
deemed, by all impartial and proper judges, more 
than a fufficieni anfwer to any thing that has yet 
been publiihed on the other fide. 1^ however, 
any thing lliall appear that lliall be thought tode- 
ferve particular confidcration, my readers may be 
affured that I lhal! not pafs it without notice. 
This is a difcuffion from which I feel no inclina- 
tion to (brink. If I have fallen into any miftake 
of confequence, I fliall frankly acknowledge it. 
But as to things that do not aflFeft the main argu* - 
ment, I fliail not be very felicitous about them. 
They will only hurt nr^/elfy and not the iaufi 
for which I contend. 

BIRMINGHAM, 
April 5, 1786. 
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^BELARDy whether an unitarian, vol. 3. 

pagej65 

Ahfiinentes^ the fame with the Prifcillianilts, 4. 
26B 

jEons^ of the Gnoftics, l 155 
Aeiiusy the mafter of Eunonnius, his doftrinc, ^ 
196 

AlbigenfeSy defcendcd from the Paulicians, 4. 269; 

whether unitarians, j68 
Alexander of Alexandria^ his doubts about the 

principles of Arianifm, 4. 197 
Angels^ according to Philo, 2. l6j how diftin- 

guifhed from the logos, 2* 96 
Antichrifty of John, meant the Gnoftics, l. 256 
ApolUnarian controverfyy 2. 2^5 
ApoJlleSy taught the pre-exiftence and divinity of 

Chrift with caution, 3. iQi j — to the Gentiles, 
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Arian \ontroverfy^ an account of it, ^ 165 

jtrians, not properly unitarians, l 7J 
jfrian b/posbefis, highly incredible, i_. ^ ; rc- 
fcmblcs that of the Gnoftics, ^ 168, 229; 
commenced in the age of Arius, 170; ante- 
cedent caufes of it, 173 ; dated, 193 ; argu- 
ments for it, 199; againft it, 2J 1 i compared 
to heathenifm, 214; oppofcd to SabcIIianifin, 

a2o ; a new herefy, 22J i general obfcrvations 

relating to it, 231. 
Jrijlctle, his animadverfions upon Plato, 1.329 
yfrlicUy the word God with, and without it, 1^ 15 ^ 
jllbana/ius^ his account of hcrcfy, 1. 296 ; his 

tendernefs for the unitarians, ^jj ; his icf- 

timony to the caution of the apoftics in teach* 
• ing the doftrinc of the divinity of Chrift, 

8i 

Aufiin^ his definition of herefy, i. 243 ; might 
derive his dodiinc of pfcdeftin;\tion from the 
Manichxan fyftcm, ^ 293. 

Bnpttfm, not ufcd by feme Gnoftics, l. 2J[2 ; the 
pra&ice of the unitarians with rclpcct to it, 

Barnabas^ the authority of the epifUc afcribcd co 
him, 1 . 22 

5*2/?/, pcrfccutcd by the unitarians, j. 349 

BiibUkiM^ 
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BclhU'hany Jcfus not fuppofcd by the unitarians 

to be born thcrc^ 4i i J4 
Body^ of Chrift, opinions concerning it^ a* 246 ; 

thought to feel no pain, ^52 
Bctto/ianSf unitarians, j. 365 

CatboVtcSf their near agreement with the Gnoftics, 
Li 173 ; cmbiralTed by their different oppo- 
nents, 2^ 439. 

Cauf<, applied to the Father with refpeft to the 
Son, 4, 179 

Cenfus, at the birth of Chrift, improbabilities at- 
tending it, 4. 1 24 

ChrijJ, no proper objeS of prayer, l 36 j his di- 
vinity and pre-exiltencc not known in the time 
of the apoftl:s, 23; not agreeable to the ge- 
neral tenor of the fcriptures, u i ; his miniftry 
continued only one year, i_j8i do<ftrine of the 
Gnoftics concerning him, 175 ; his ignorance 
of the day of judgment, 2. 234 ; his divinity 
firft taught with caution, 3. 222i creates with- 
out the orders of his Father, 343 j offence 
taken at his mean condition, 172 ; how re- 
plied to by the philofophizing chriftians, 179; 
defcribed in magnificent terms as the logos of 
God, 1 86 ; the medium of all divine commu- 
nications to man, iM ; made his own body 
and foul^ i^i raifed himfcif from the dead. 
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194 ; fuppofcd to have two fouls, 2^ ; dif- 
miffcd his foul when he pleafed, 222 j how he 
conduftcd himfclf with rcfpcft to his own 
divinity, j. £0, 64J his pre-cxiftcncc and di- 
vinity thought to be fublimc doftrincs, £6 

Clemens Akxandrinus^ his idea of hcrefy, l. 
charged with Arianifm, 4. 18^ 

RomanuSy did not teach the pre -exigence 

or- divinity of Chrift, l 33 

Clmentine Homilies ^ the ufc of that work, L. f i j, 
J. 154 ; cftccmcd by the Ebionites, j. 116 

Communion^ a ted of catholicifm, 1 . 247 

C'^fijiantin^y his opinion of the Arian controvcrfy, 
4. 198 

Coiifiibjiantialityj a term at. firft rcjcflcd by the 
orthodox, 1^ 357, 3. 395 ; ufcd by the philofo- 
phical unitarians, 3. 393^ an account of if, 4, 
181 ; arguments of the orthodox in favour of 
it againft the Arians, 4. 2JI 

Crcaticn^ not confined to the Son, 2* j04 ; cwt 
nothings the idea of it takes place of the doc- 
trine of emanations, 4. 175 j St, Paul's ufc of 
the term, 4. 339 

Creaturcy the term applied to Chrift by the an- 
cients, 4. 213 ; cannot be a creator, 219 

Oeedy apoRits, dircfled againft the Gnoflics, l 
303 y Athanafian, 2. 345 

CrcMilitfy 
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Crediiility, cf a hCt, wh:u is nrccflary to cftablifti 
ir, ^ ^ 

Cuii-wortby his wrong account of ihc Platonic tri- 
nity, L J49 

DemiurguSy according to Plato, u ^^24 

Devily ignorant of the divinity of Chrift, j. ftjD^ 

and of the miraculous conception, 4. 42, 51 ; 

his foliloquy on the occafion. 54 
Dlony/ms of Alexandria^ called the fountain of 

Arianifm, 4. i8j 
DcnrJuSf not orthodox with rcfptfl to tlic divinity 

of the H(jly Spirit, 2. 329 ; his followers not 

trlnitarians, j. 326 

■ 

Ebionitesy how confidered by Ircn:eus, l ^tf t ; 
the fame people with the Nazarencs, 3. 1 5^ ; 
of their fuppofcd hcrcfy, 201 ; falfcly char^^td 
with the doftrinc of the Gnoftics, :ld6 ; of 
their facred books, 212; men of eminence 
among them, 219 j the lateft accounts of 
them, 231 i their gofpcl altered, 4. 105 

Egypty improbabilities attending the fuppofuion 
of Jefus having been carried thither, 4^ i T9. 

ElifanJujy an unitarian, 3. 366 

Epiphanius, fays that the Ebionites dclefled the 
prophets, 3. 217 

Effence, 
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EJfence^ the fame with power^ according to the 
PUtonifts, L 374 ; whether different in 
God, 2. 8^ ; diftinguiflied from hypoflafis, 2* 
352 i of the Father and tlie Son, whether the 
fame, 4^ 181 

Eucbarijli not obfcrvcd by feme Gnollics, i. 129 
Evily the origin of it, according to the Gnoftics, 
L. 154 

EufeHus, his account of the late date of the uni- 
tarians, J. 25£, 312 
Eutycbes^ his dodtrine, 4^ 259 
Eutycbius^ his account of the council of Nice, 

3- 119 

» 

« 

Facundus^ his account of the unitarians of his 
time J. 

/i/^, the dodrine of it afcribcd to Simon Ma- 
gus, L i6j 

Father^ the^ the fame with God^ 2. 333 ; the foun- 
tain ofdeity, 4^ 175 ; whether God could be one 
before the generation of the Son, 2. I2ji the 
proper title of God when he had one, uj « 
miniftcrs to the Son, 344 

FdicianSy unitarians, 366 

Firmilian^ his account of herefy, l. 293 

FuUOi Piter^ his opinions, 4^ 24i 
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Genealogies i endlefs, of St. Paul, l. 157 ; of JcTus, 
how underftood by the ancients, ^ 113 

Generation^ of chc logos, illuftratcd by the utter- 
ing of words, 2. ^ ; by the prolation of a 
branch from a root, lqq ; whether it implies 
paiUon, 117 } what bounds there arc to it, 120; 
dcfcribcd in an indecent manner, 124; reprc- 
fcnted as a mylicry, 8j, 12^ j in time, and a 
voluntary aft, Lzi ; eternal and neccflary, i40i 
how it differs from procejjion^ 294; advantage 
taken of the cxprefRon by the Arians, 4. 208, 

Trmd^i applied to all creatures by the Platonifts, 
4.. 177 i not difiVring originally from rniJ®-, 
118 

Gentile chrijliansy originally unitarians, j. ; 
prefumpiivc evidence of it, i dircft evi- 
dence for it, 258 
Glory, giv;n to the Father only, 2. ^^19 
CncJIics, their principles, l. 139 ; two kinds of 
them, L42i their pride, 150^ their immora- 
lities, 215; gave leftures for money, 223; 
great aflfertors of liberty, 225 ; their public 
worfliip, 222 i the only heretics of antiquity, 
237 i diftinguilhed by peculiar names, 250 j 
the rcfcmblancc of their tenets to thofcof the 
Arians, 4. ; this urged by Athanafius and 
others, 229 
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Cody whether he made himfelf according to the 
Platonifts, l. 378 ; whether in place, 2^ 170 ; 
fynonymous to Father with the Antenicene 
writers, 2. 170. 
Goody tbcy according to the Platonifts, l. 375 
Goths and Vandalsy &c. whether all Arians, 3^ 367 

HegefippttSy his account of herefy, l. 26^ ; an ac- 
count of him, 3. 221 

Uerefyy the nature of it in the primitive times, 
1. 238 ; in a later period, 295 ; the fame with 
Gnofticifm, 237, 252 

HermaSy of the treatife afcribed to him, i. 103 

HypoJiaftSy diftinguiflied from ejfence^ 2. 352, 

IdeaSy according to Plato, 327, of Philo, 2^ j 
Idolatry^ mankind originally prone to it, 3. 2 
Ignatiusy of his epiftles, l. 106 ; his account of 
herefy, 258 

Incarnation, fuppofed ufe of it, 2_. 2^ 5 objefted 

to by unbelievers, 265 
IrenauSi his account of herefy, l 274 

JamhlicbuSy his account of the principles of things, 

J- 323 ^ • 

Jeroniy makes no difference between the Naza- 

renes and Eibonites, 3. 169 

Jerufakmy no orthodox Jewifli church there after 

the time of Adrian, 190 

Jews, 
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JcwSi believers in the divine unity, i ; tliis 
acknowledged by the chrifliaa Fathers, g; 
rcafons why they were not caught the doctrine 
of the trinity, 1 3 ; how thejr cxprcfTcd their 
abhorrence of it, c6 ; their objedtions to the 
genealogies of Jcfus, 4^ 1 1 5 

Jobn^ the reafon of his writing the introduction 
to his gofpel, L. i8i, 18$ ; to oppofc the 
Gnoftics, 2^ i was the firft who taught with 
clearnefs the doftrines of the prc-cxiftcncc and 
divinity of Chrift, rrj 

JomSy his opinion about the Nazarcnes and 
Ebionites, j. 17S 

Julian y his account of tlie Platonic principles, 
L. 369 ; reproaches chriftians with the doc- 
trine of the trinity, 2. 445 i obfcrves that 
Mofes taught the unity of God, i. 31 ; objefts 
to the miraculous conception, 4. 155. 

Jujlitt Marty ^ his account of hercfy, u 269; his 
account of the unitarians. j« 278 

Lmtj^ the part they took in the ^excommunica- 
tions of the unitarian ckrgy, 308 

Logos^ according to Plato, i. 325 ; of the Jewi in 
general, 2^ 1^ Philo, 17 ; of chriftians, 
originally an aciribute of the Father, ^ } not 
confined to the perfon of Chrift, 2i ; the power 

• of the Father, 27 5 ^^'1 Father, 78 ; 

Vol. IV. * Cc the 



3€6 I N D E X. 

■ the foul of the Father, 8o-, in placr, i g6, 404 1 
incapable of fuffering, 215; noc im»>aircd by 
its union with the body of Jcfus, 22^ ; united 
both to tlic body and foul of Chrift, 226, ajOi 

* omniprefcnt, ^ji ; no created fpiric, 232 1 
what the ancient unitarians undcrdood by it, 

Lucian^ ridicules the dodrine of the trinity, 2^ 444 

MaceJmuSy his opinion, 2^ ^24 
Marcicrt, martyrs among his difclples, 1^205; 
. aflerts the genuincnefs of his gofpel of Luke, 
236 ; 4, 103 
Mark, his omiflion of the miraculous conception, 
4. 

Martyrdom^ doctrine of the Gnoftics with refpcft 
to it, L. 2m 

Mary, fuppofed to have had no proper child- 
birth, i_» 126 J made by Chrift, 2^ ^ mira- 
culoufly delivered, 4. [47 

Marriage^ difapproved by the Gnoltics, l cix 

Matirialifm, furnifhing an argument againil the 
pre-exiftencc of Chrift, l 84 

Matter, uncreated according to Plato, i . 343 1 
the fource of evil, how that opinion affc^^ed 
chriftianity, 4* 283 

Matthiw, his reafons for not tcacMn^ the divi- 
nity of Chrift, 3. 137 i reficAions on the fub- 

jccl, 

1 
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jcft, i his gofpcl according to the Ebio- 
nitcs, J. irj ; obfcrvations on the intrcdudHop 
to it, 4. 1^ 

Afaxhns of biftorical cr 'tticifm^ ^ 294 

Mcjfidb^ the Jews always expcftcd a man in that 
charaftcr, j. J4 • no cxpcftation of any fuch 
pcrfon among the Gentiles, j8 

Metatropic among the Jews, 40 

Miraculous concfption^ treated of, 4. 1 j its nature 
and importance, 8 ; the ufc of it according to 
the Fathers, 26 j much boaftcd of by them, 39;' 
reafon for its being concealed, 4j ; arguments 
for it, £6; not known very early, 64 ; difbe- 
licved by the Ebionites, 2_2j by many of the 
Gentile chriftians, 84 i and by the early Gnof- 
tics, 22 ; internal evidence of the hiftory con- 
fidercd, looj not related by Mark, ibid. 5 the 
two hiftories of it very different, 1 17 s fuppofcd 
allufions to it in the Old Teftament, ; ob'^ 
jcftions of unbelievers to it, 151 ; replies of the 
Fathers, ijjjf ; fuppofed ufe of it with refpecl 
10 the education of Jefus, 345 

M<mtanifts^ not trinitarians, 323 

Ifazanna^ the fame people with the Ebionites, 3. 

158 \ no believers in the divinity of Chrift, 188 
liazantby Jefus thought to have been born there, 

by man)f Gcniilc unitarians^ 4. 

C c 2 Niftorius^ 
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Nejlorius^ his doftrinc very popular, 4. 240 \ his 
opinion dated, i many of his followers Pe- 
lagians, 24^; their arguments, 245 \ in all pans 
of Europe, 2£^ ; arguments againft them, ibid, 
UicolaitatUy l. 2i6, 221. 24J 
Ncvelty^ fynonymous to hcrcfy^ 1 . 245 
iV<?«j, according to Plato, ^27 } according to 
the later Platonifts, 361 

0«^, thCi fynonymous to the Gecd^ u 377 
Oriental Philofopby^ the principles of it, i. iio 
Or/^rif, his account of hcrefy, 290i charged 
with the Arian doftrine, 4^ iSS ; defended, 191 

Patripajp.an dGflriniy j. 576 

Paulidaits, an account of them, 4^ 268 

Paulus Samofatenfis^ of his excommunication, j, 

309 

PelagianSy many of them anti-trinitarians, 3.327 
Pcrjons^ fynonymous to bypojlafa^ 2^ 360 
Ptrfomjicaticn cf tbe IcgoSy occafional, 2j 46 i per- 
manent, ^ 
Pbilo^ his Platonifm, 2. 1 

PhiLJcpby, of the Greeks, afcribed to the logos, 
2^ ; oriental and Flatonicj remains of tbcm 

in chriftianity, 4. oiii 
Phofinus, his excommunication, ^ jio i his chi* 

radcr, j. 341 
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r/a/Of a view of his philofophy, l. ^lo ; highly 
commended by the chriftian Fathers, 2. 261 
ccnfurcd by them in (bine rcfpcfts, ; his third 
principk did not corrclpond to the Holy Spi*. 
rit, 290 

Platonifm^ chrljlian, 2^ 2J ; how explained by the 
chriftian Fathers, i a cenfurc upon it, 

Flafcnifts^ oficndcd at the Gnoftics, l 172 ; the 
later ones, 356 ; admirers of the chriftian logos, 

PUtinus, fpcaks of the immoralities of the Gnof- 
tics, L. 217 

P^lycarp^ his fenfe of CArt^ r^wVi^ /A* Jlefi, 

L. 136 ; his idea of herefy, 26 3 
PraycTy rejefted by fome Gnoftics, u 230 5 Chrift 

not the object of it, a* i^i 
Principle applied to Chrift, a. 395 

Principles^ of Plato, i_. jjj ; of the later Platonifts, 

Prifcillignijlsy account of them, ^ 263 ; held fome 

Gnoftic opinions, 26^ i were unitarians, 266 
Proceedings how differing from ^^«^rj/;Vii, 2. 294 

^aumity^ faid to be held by the Ncftorians, ^ 

ftefurreffi^itf diftjelieved by the Gnoftics, l. 208 

C c J Scbifm^ 
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Scbi/mj diftinguilhcd from bere/y^ i . 246 
Scriptures^ their infpiration not believed by the 

Gnoftics, L 222 » corrupted by them, 235 
Semiarians, 4. 195 

fifli^n Magus^ an account of him, Lt ir7 

Six^ a facrcd number, 2u. 390 

San, his generation from the Father, 2< 44 ) 
only ene generated, 115 \ inferior to the Father, 
14; ; his perfeft equality to the Father, 341 

Soul, corruptions in chriftianity arifing from the 
belief of it, 4. 2M ; its union with God ac- 
cording to the Platonids, l ^87 i the chriftian 
Fathers thought that Chrift had one, 4. 2^ f 
the Arians believed the contrary, 194 

— of ibe world, according to Plato, l. 341, 345 

Spirit^ Hcly, the controverfy relating to it, 

opinions concerning it before the council of 
Nice, 070 } after that council, 28^ ; vivifies the 
body of Chrift, 307 i arguments for his divi« 
niry, 317 i for his perfonality, 320 i his proper 
office, 0^ i the cenier and copula of the Father 
and Son, 303 j his divinity chiefly objefted to 
in Afia minor, 306 

Subftance^ ufed by the Latins for ejfencf and bypef- 

Summary vim, of the evidence of the primitive 

church having been unitarian, 4. 303 

Smm^ 
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Sufi^ in the Platonic f) flcm, u 331 
Sykes^ Dr. his account of the apoftlcs creed, 1. J12 
Symmacbus^ fomc account of him, 2^ ; writes 
againft the miraculous conception, 4. 75 

Tadan, his harmony had no gencalogj-, 4. mS 
TermSf new ones introduced after the council of 
Nice, 2. 351 

Tertullian^ his account of herefy, i . ?86, 244 ; his 

three creeds, ;ti2 / 
Tbecdoms^ of Mopfueftia, the matter of Ncftorius, 

Tbcodoiujf his excommunication by Viftor, j. 303 
Tbeopafchius, 4. 2iLi 

riw, the myftcries of that number, 2. 388 
Time, faid by Origcn to have no relation to Gcd, 

Tim^us LdcruSy his philofophy, l 352 

Trimly, of Plato, i_, jji ; of the later Plaionift«, 

383 I according to the Fathers, 292 
— cbrijiian, (hewn to imply a contradiction, l. 
48 i no ufe of it, 87 ; all the perfons in it have 
a joint operation, 2. 310 i after the council of 
Nice, 335 ; arguments for it from the OlcfTcf- 
tamcnt, 392 ; from the New, 418 ; illulbations 
of it, 362 ; from the properties of fire, 364 ; 
from the fun, 366 ; from vifion, 368 ; fror.iihc 
n.ind of man, 363 ; the three perfons of it re- 

Cc4 prclcnuJ 
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prcfcntcd as diftinft beings, i iUuftrarcd hf 
the cafe of Adam, Eve, and their fon, j82 ; by 
that of a fojnrain and river, &c. 384 ; rcprc-^ 
fentcd as a myftcry, jSj; objefbions to it how 
^ anfwered, 428 ; from ihc Father being called 
the cm Gody \ x\it ene true Ged, 432-, the 
cnly good^ 429 ; from Chrift being fent by the 
Father, 431 ; from Chrift praying to the Fa- 
ther, 434 ; from Chrift faying thai die raiher 
was greater than he, 435 ; from Chrift being 
fubjeft to the Father, ibid, j from Chrift not 
having the difpofal of the chief places in his 
kingdom, 438 much cavilled at, 441 

Union, b)p$ftaticy not held by the Neftorians, 4. 

UttitarianSy hiftory of their doctrine, 3. i*i greatly 
offended at the dodrine of the divinity of 
Chrift, 272, 399 ; charged with teaching a no- 
vel do&rine, 312 ; they uniformly alien the 
antiquity of it, 314 ; ftatc of them after the 
council of Nice, 318 ; concealed among the 
catholics, 334; in Gaul, j6j ; after the fixth 
century, 364 \ philofophical, 5 — ^^efe flietia 
to have been properly unitarians, 3901 their 
practice with rcfpeft to baptifm, 439; their 
arguments from reafon, 415 j from the fcnp- 
turcs, 423 

Vsltnttr.n:^ 

I 
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FaUntimiSy his dodrinc of ^ons, l. 179 

WaUfy ufcJ by fomc Gnoftics in the cucharift, l. 

IFans, Br, his candour with rcfpccl to his belief 
of the miraculous conception, ^ 343 

fl^ifdom^ in the book of Proverbs, applied to 
Chrift, J. 427 i whether created or not, 4. 2X£ 

IVorld^ iniclligibk^ of Plato, l. 3^ i according to 

. the later Platonifts, 357 i the maker of it ac- 
cording to the Gnoftics, 166 

fVorm^ Chrift compared to one, 4. 139. 
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or his Treatife on Neeeflitf* 8vo* 6s. fewed. 

BO. A Defence of the Do^rine of N£CB<siTY» in two Letteas 
to the Rev. Mr. John Falmer» 3s. ^ 

2U A Letter to Jacob BuYANTa Efq} in Defence of Philofo- 
phical NeceiStyy is* 

22. TheDocTRiNE of Divine Infli/ence on the Human 

iND confidered, in a Sermon publifhcd at the Requeft of 
many Pcrfons who iiave occafionally heard it, is. 

The three pnctding Articles may be properly Sound up wi^it ib$ 

Illailratioos of the Dodrine of i^hilofophical Neceflity. . 

23. An HisTOBY of the CoiLRumoKa of CHaiSTiAiri- 
TY9 with a general Coftclttfiott, in two Parts.. Part 1. Con« 
taining Confiderations addrelied to Unbelievers, and efpecially €9 
Mr. Gibbon. PartB. Containing Confiderations addrelled to 
the Advocates for theprefent fiftabli&ment, and eipecially to 
Bifliop HuBD» a vols. 8vo. price las. in boards* or 14a. bound. 

24. Letters to Dr. Horsley, Archdeacon of St. Alban's, 
in two Parts, containing farther Evidence that the Primuivc 
Chridian Church was Uniuaan^ price 6s. 

25. ARBPLYtOthe ANIMADVERSI0^7S on the H isroiiY of 

the Corruptions of Christianity, in die Monthly Rcvie^v 

for June, 1783 ; with Obfcrvations relating; to the Dodrinc 

of the Primitive Chttfch, coocermsg the ^crioa oi Ciia-iiT* 

8vo. price *s. ^ ^ 

' 26. Ra- 
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26. Rbmakks on the Monthly Review of the Lbttsm* 
to Dr. HoRSLEY ; in which the Rev. Mr. SauueIt 6ADCOCIC9 

, the writer of that Reviewj is called upon to defend whu he has 
•dvtbccd in ity price 6d* '* 

27. Letters to a Philofophical Unbeliever. Part 1 . Contain* 

ing an Examination of the principal OSje<flians to the Doftrinc* 
of Natural RiligioHf and efpccidiiy tiioie tunuined m the V^riu 
ings of "Mr. Hume, 33, fcwed. 
. *♦" ' 

28. Additional Letters to a Philofophical Unbelievery 
in Anfwer to Mr. William Haumon^ is. 6d. 

29. A Harmon Y of the Ev ANCEnsi s in Greek: To wluch 
are prefixed Critical Dissertations in Englilh, 4to. 14^. 
in boards. 

30. A Harmony of the EvANCELfsrs in EngUJh \ with 
Notes, and an occafional Paraphrale for the Ufe of the Un- 
learned ; to which are prefixed, Critical Differ tations, and a Let- 
ter to the Bifliop of Oilory,4to. 15s. in hoards. 

N. B. ^bofe ivho are pojffjfedof theGrtok Harmony, mwfbanjt this 
«> Engliih «i</i7i'o«/ /ir Critical DiiTertations. 

■ 

51. Thrbs Letters to Dr. Newcome,Bifhopof Watetfiyrd, 
•n the Duration of our Savloor's Miniftry, 3s. 6d. 

32. A Free Address to ProtestantDissenters, on 
the Subject of the Lord's Supper, 3d Edition, with Additions^ 
2S.^*~N. B,. The Additions to be had alone, is, 

33. An Address to Protestant DtssBNTSRS* on the 
Sobie^ of giving the Lord's Sopper to Children, is. 

34. A Free Address to Protestant Dissenters, on 
the Subjed of Church Discipline; with a preliminary Dif- 
courfe concerning the Spirit of Chriftianity, and the Corruptions 
of it by falfe Notions of Religion, 2s. 6d. 

35. A Sermon preached before the Congregation of Protefttnt 
Difli^ntersat Mil) Hill Chapel, Leeds, May 16, 1773, on Ocea* 
'fioaof the Anthor^s refigntng his Paftoral Office among them» is. 

36. A Sermon preached December 31, 1780, at the New 
Meeting-Houfe, in Birmingliam, on undertaking the Fa^korai 
O&ce in ;hat Place^ is* 

37. The 
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' 37. The proper Conllitunon of a Chrillian Church confidered^ 
in a Sermon preached at. Birmingham, November 3, 1782 ; tt» 
whicii is prefixed * Difcourfe relating Co the pre&Ot Sttteof 
ihoie who arc calltd Rational piflenCers, price it. 

12. Two Discourses/ ^f. On Habitual Devotion, 
'2. •Qll'the DuT V of not Ln'i N O to Ou rselves ; both preach- 
ed to Aflcmblif s of ProrelUnc Dillcntin^ Mitt^W, «jld pttbliih- 
cd at their Requeli» price i«. 6d. ' . ' 

39. The Importanee veA Extent of Fitss £R^flf|iC;l» MU 
tcrs of Religion, a Sermon, preached Nov. 5, 17^5 j to #hfieh txm 
added^ Reflections on the prefent State of Free inquiry in this 
Country* and Animadverfions on fome PafTages in Mr. White's 
$erinon« at the Bampton Lectures, Mr. Howes*s Difcourfe ^ 
the Abufe nf the Talent of Difpotacion in Religion^ and** 
Pamphlet entitled Primitive Candottr» price is. 6d. 

40. A View of the Pkihcip'lbs and Conovct of thePRO« 
TEsTANT DiasBNtBRs, With RefpcA to the Civil and Ecclt* 
ilaltical Cottftitation of England, 2d Edition, is. 6d. 

41. Letters to the Author of Rtmarh on/fveral late Publi- 
€€ii9M rfUtti've io thi Di/enten, in a Utter /• Doaor Friejii^, i*. 

42. A Letter to a Layman, ontheSnbicaof Mr. Lind- 
fey's Propofal for a reformed Englilh Churchy on the PlanoC 
the late Dr. Samael Clarke, 6d. 

N. B. The preceding r\mt Pamphlet, No. 24 to 4z»a»«; be hoi 
uniformly bounds by gi*vifig orders J 9r Dr. Plleftley's larger Traft^ 
2 vols. ^vo. 10s. 

43. A Catechism fytChildmtmulJlumgPir/im^ 3dEdiaon» 
3d. • ' 

44. A Scripture Catechism, confiding of a Series of 
Quctticnsi A ith References to the Scriptures, tnlKesd of An** 
fwcrs, 2d Edition, 3d. 

' 45. Wattt's Hiaorical Catcchifm, with AUcrations,price 6J. 

46. CoMsiDERATiOMsfor theUfeof Yanng Men, and th^ 
Parents of Young Men, 2d Edition, 2d* 

47. A Serious Address to Mailen of FtmiHcstwith Forms 
of Prayer, 2d Edition, 6d. ^ * 
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48. A Free Addrefs to Protcftant DifDs^ters as fuch^ By it 
> Dii&nter. A new Ediuoo, enlarged and corre^cd, is. 6d. An 
Allowance is oude to thofe who bii/ this Pamphlet to give 
away. 

^ 49. An ^VPSAti |o Ihe ferlons and candid ^rofeflbrt of Cknf- 
tianitjry on the foUowing fabje^ts^ viz. u The Ufe of Reaibn 
in Matters of Religion, z. The Power of Man to do the Will of 
God. J. Original Sin. 4. Ele^ion and Reprobation, 5. The 
^piviniiyof Chfilli and 6. Atonement for Sin by the Death^if 
Chrift^ a n«w Edition $ to which is added^ a Conciie Hiilory of 
thofe Doddnes, 2d. 

50. The Triu'mph of TRu i ii; bcin^ an Account of the 
Trial oi Mr. Elwall for Hcrely and Blafphcmy, at Stafford 
Affixcsi before Judge Denton, 2d Edition, 2d.. 

51. A Familiar Iliuilration of certain PaiTagesof Scripture* 
relating to the toe Suhjeai, the 2d Edition, 4d. or 3s. 6d. per 
do^n. 

52. A Gkneral ViEw of the Arguments for th^ Unity of 
God, and againll the Divini[y and Fre-exillence of Chriil, from 
Realon, fiom tlie Scriptures, and from Hiilory, 2d Edition, 
price id. • ' 

5S. A Free A dor ess to thofe who have petitioned for the 
Repeal of the late Ad of Parliament in favour of the Rouak 
(lATiioLics. Price ad. or las. per Hundred to give away. 

N.B. The Uft TenTraasartfjf hbad mii htmd ugetber, 
ghfipg OrJtr^fir Dr. Prieltley's fmaller TrtSs, 3s. 6d. or 361* 
fir /aasMT i4 thtfi vih* Sty thim to givi mu0^» 

Jifo Publijbfd under ibe Direai^n tfDr. Pkibstlby. 
THE THR6lOGICAL REPOSITORY: 

Confifting of Original EfTays, Hints, Queries, &c. calculated 
to promote Religious Knowledge, in Four Volumes, 8vo. 

' Price il. 4s. in Boards. This Work is continued, the 2d 
Number of thejlh Voiume being lately puhiiihed. 
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